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ABSTRACT

An Experimental Investigation of Emotional Labor Display Rules and Performance in a Human
Resources Sexual Harassment Interview Simulation
by
Jolie M.B. Terrazas

Advisor: Dr. Karen S. Lyness

Human Resource (HR) professionals are expected to engage in emotional labor (EL), or,
management and control of their own emotions and emotional expression, during sexual
harassment (SH) investigations. This EL expectation, or display rule (DR), is dynamic and
complex requiring suppression of emotions and expressions of neutral empathy and is thus
termed a dynamic neutral-empathic DR. Prior research shows that DRs in other occupations
function as job demands that can deplete employees’ personal resources and negatively affect
performance. The current study investigates the impact of the dynamic neutral-empathic DR by
testing a process model that was developed via an integration of Job Demands-Resources and
Conservation of Resources theories. The model tests predictions that emotion regulation and
negative affect mediate relationships between the dynamic neutral-empathic DR and
performance in the SH investigation context. The SH context comprised a simulated, SH
investigation interview, which is part of professional training program developed by attorneys
and psychologists and implemented in organizations. In the simulation, college students played
the role of HR managers who interviewed an SH claimant as well as the alleged harasser. I used
an experimental design to test the effects of this unique DR by randomly assigning participants
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to one of three conditions including a control condition with no DR, and two DR conditions. In
the first DR condition, participants were instructed to adhere to the dynamic neutral-empathic
DR. In the second DR condition, I manipulated DR adherence expectation, where more
stringent requirements to adhere to the same, neutral-empathic DR were implemented. As such, I
was able to test the impact of these two different DR conditions. Performance was measured
during the simulated SH interviews via objective performance variables, and after via selfassessed performance and a memory task. Results providing evidence of resource depletion
associated with the DR conditions were mixed. Negative affect mediated the relationship
between DR condition and performance for participants in the DR conditions where greater
levels of negative affect were negatively associated with performance. Emotional labor also
mediated this relationship, but was unexpectedly associated with enhanced performance. Results
are followed by a discussion and suggestions for future research.

X
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Chapter 1: Introduction of the Problem

Sexual harassment (SH) investigation interviews conducted by human resources (HR)
professionals have been described as emotionally-charged events that are “among the most
sensitive and explosive of all HR activities” (Dorfman, Cobb, & Cox, 2000, p. 33). Evidence
suggests that organizations should require HR employees conducting SH investigation interviews
to express sympathy and concern and yet remain neutral during the interviews (Dorfman et al.,
2000; Neuser, 2005; Trotter & Zacur, 2012). Such organizational emotional expression
requirements are referred to as display rules (Diefendorff & Richard, 2003; Diefendorff,
Richard, & Croyle, 2006). Since the display rule (DR) for HR professionals in this SH
investigation interview context requires a complex combination of expressions of empathy and
neutrality that may vary over time, I refer to this DR as a dynamic neutral-empathic DR.
Underscoring the importance of the dynamic neutral empathic, DR, there are various
other occupational roles where neutrality, empathy, or some combination of these two emotional
expression requirements may be encouraged or required. For example, neutrality is important for
physicians, law enforcement agents (Trougakos, Jackson, & Beal, 2011) judges, therapists
(Grandey, 2000; Trougakos et al., 2011), and managers who wish to be impartial (Wharton &
Erickson, 1993). For some positions, expressions of empathy, in addition to neutrality, are
required such as physicians (Larson & Yao, 2005) and therapists (Sandberg, Knestel, & Schade,
2013). Furthermore, jobs that require empathy such as patient advocates (Heaphy, 2017), or
attorneys working with asylum seekers (Westaby, 2010) are also likely to require moments of
neutrality.
Yet despite the importance of the DR in the SH investigation context, and its prevalence
across organizations, there has been no research investigating effects of the dynamic neutral
empathic DR. Instead, most research has examined the positive DR, where employees are
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required to express positive emotions and suppress negative emotions (Ashforth & Humphrey,
1993; Diefendorff & Richard, 2003; Diefendorff et al., 2006; Erkovan, 2013; Sloan, 2004). This
extensive literature has mostly examined the organizational effects of positive DRs in a service
context (Grandey, Diefendorff, & Rupp, 2013; Grandey et al., 2015; cf. Trougakos et al., 2011).
Given these limitations, a major objective of the current study was to extend the literature and
enhance our understanding of dynamic neutral-empathic DR requirements which, as discussed, is
likely common across varied organizational contexts. Accordingly, the present study was
designed to investigate such requirements of neutrality and empathy within the particularly
important context of the SH investigation interview.
During these difficult investigations, the way in which organizations respond to SH
claims is critical: They must ensure all stakeholders perceive the SH investigation process is fair
(Dorfman et al., 2000; Neuser, 2005; Trotter & Zacur, 2012). This is especially important
considering that research suggests that a claimant’s perception of unfairness in the organizational
procedure addressing his or her claim can result in negative impacts on job satisfaction and
mental and physical well-being (Bergman, Langhout, Palmieri, Cortina, & Fitzgerald, 2002). In
related research, Neuser (2005) contends that perceptions of fairness in SH investigations not
only enhance employee recruitment, retention, and employee relations in general, but also that
fair SH investigations will decrease the risk that employees will seek resolutions via third party
assistance that may include suing the organization. Supporting this, research shows that a lack of
perceived fairness in such a process may increase the risk of employees claiming discrimination
in both field studies (Bies & Tyler, 1993; Goldman, 2001) and in an experimental setting
(Hogler, Frame, & Thornton, 2002). Further illustrating the gravity of fair SH investigations,
Roberts and Man (1995) state that given legal precedent, including the 1993 Supreme Court
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Ruling (Harris v. Forklift Sys., 1993), which facilitates victims’ success in suing employers,
workplace SH “presents a clear and present danger to businesses” (Roberts & Mann, 1995, p. 1).
To ensure that interviewees, i.e. the SH claimant and alleged harasser, perceive an
investigator as fair during the SH interview, skilled and demanding emotional expression, which
likely depletes resources and negatively impacts performance, appears critical for HR
professionals leading SH investigations. To be perceived as fair, it has been argued that HR
managers conducting SH investigation interviews should express sympathy and concern and yet
remain neutral during the investigation interviews (Dorfman et al., 2000; Neuser, 2005; Trotter
& Zacur, 2012). Research suggests that this management of emotions would deplete personal
resources (see Grandey, 2000; Gross, 1998a; Zapf, 2002) and negatively impact performance
(Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998; Dillon, Ritchey, Johnson, & LaBar, 2007;
Grandey, Rupp, & Brice, 2015; Richards & Gross, 1999). In the SH interview, this depletion and
negative impact on performance may manifest itself as difficulty in maintaining high levels of
attention required to effectively conduct the interview, as well as difficulty in performing any
subsequent tasks well.
Furthermore, recommendations for HR professionals in this role, based on case law
analysis and Equal Opportunity Employment Commission (EEOC) Guidelines, state that
investigators should express “sympathy 1 in a neutral way” (Trotter & Zacur, 2012, p. 33),
demonstrate concern regarding the interviewee’s perspective, and also demonstrate regret for any
embarrassment caused by questions such as those probing details of an explicit, sexual nature
(Dorfman et al., 2000). At the same time, SH investigators are also advised to “suppress

1

Although some researchers consider empathy and sympathy to be separate constructs (e.g. Decety, 2010), the
current study adopts the position of other researchers where sympathy is a sub-facet of empathy (e.g. Richter &
Kunzmann, 2011).
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emotional response to any answer” (Trotter & Zacur, 2012, p. 33) and consistently convey to
interviewees that, “your mind is not made up, and you will fully consider all the evidence”
(Dorfman et al., 2000, p. 39). In a random assignment experiment which compared a requirement
to show positive emotions versus a requirement to suppress all emotions, the performance of
participants who were instructed to suppress all emotions was more negatively impacted
(Trougakos, Jackson, & Beal, 2011). Thus, suppressing all emotions except for empathy, and
empathy only to a certain extent at certain times in a neutral manner, is similarly anticipated to
be more demanding than a simpler requirement to suppress all emotions except for positive ones.
Empathy that is not genuinely felt may be much more difficult to express than positive emotions
that are not genuinely felt. These demands may also negatively impact performance.
Adhering to these difficult admonitions requires skilled emotional expression as HR
professionals must simultaneously: 1) show the appropriate amount of empathy, 2) maintain
neutrality (Dorfman et al., 2000; Neuser, 2005; Trotter & Zacur, 2012), and 3) manage the
challenge of suppressing all other emotional responses (Trotter & Zacur, 2012). Scholars refer to
such job-related emotional expression requirements as emotional labor (EL), originally defined
by Hochschild (1983) as “the management of feeling to create a publicly observable facial and
bodily display” (Hochschild, 1983, p. 7). Glomb and Tews (2004) point out that despite some
ambiguity in researchers’ more recent conceptualizations of EL, a common theme is that EL
occurs in response to specific emotional expression requirements, or display rules (DRs) (Rafaeli
& Sutton, 1989; Wharton & Erickson, 1993) in an organizational context. As previously
mentioned, the positive DR is commonly studies and involves a requirement to integrate the
expression of positive emotions and suppression of negative emotions (Grandey & Gabriel,
2015). The positive DR is often examined within a service context, e.g. where employees interact

Emotional Labor and Sexual Harassment 5
with customers, patients, etc. (Grandey, Diefendorff, & Rupp, 2013; Grandey et al., 2015; cf.
Trougakos et al., 2011). Adhering to the DR requires emotion regulation, which has been defined
as a process which entails how individuals attempt to both manage their own internal emotions
and their external expression of emotions (Gross, 1998b). In SH investigations, HR professionals
adhere to a DR that requires them to constantly monitor their emotional display, suppress all
emotional expression, and express neutral empathy. Given this, I refer to the DR in this context
as a dynamic neutral-empathic DR.
Much EL research has shown that EL and emotion regulation can be emotionally
exhausting (Erkovan, 2013; Walter & Bruch, 2009; Wong & Law, 2002), deplete personal
resources (Erkovan, 2013; Grandey et al., 2015; Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011), and decrease wellbeing and job satisfaction (Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013).
Resource depletion is thought to be a key reason why EL and emotion regulation is associated
with these negative personal and organizational outcomes (Grandey et al., 2015). EL emotion
regulation has also been associated with increased negative affect (Adil & Kamal, 2013;
Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Gosserand & Diefendorff, 2005; Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011;
Judge, Woolf, & Hurst, 2009), which in itself has also been associated with resource depletion
(Curci, Lanciano, Soleti, & Rimé, 2013; Hagger, Wood, Stiff, & Chatzisarantis, 2010). The
preponderance of research evidence suggesting that EL has great employee costs in terms of
resource depletion, impaired performance, and few organizational benefits, has prompted some
researchers to call for its eradication (Grandey et al., 2015).
EL researchers have also examined the impact of what is sometimes referred to as DR
perception (e.g. Diefendorff & Gosserand, 2003), a concept which has not been formally
defined. However, items commonly used to measure DR perception indicate that it measures the
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extent to which employees perceive that there is a requirement or an expectation that they engage
in certain emotional displays (see Diefendorff et al.’s measure in Appendix H). Example items
include “My organization expects me to try to act excited and enthusiastic in my interactions
with customers” and “I am expected to suppress my bad moods or negative reactions to
customers”. As these items appear to measure the extent of the requirement that employees
perceive that they are expected to engage in, or adhere to, certain emotional displays (i.e. display
rule), I use more specific language and term this construct DR adherence expectation. This term
is also more appropriate in the current study for two reasons. First, given the high stakes situation
and potential liability risk to organizations, the unique DR in the SH investigation context
intrinsically carries a very high degree of expectation from the organization that it be adhered to.
When DRs in other contexts are not adhered to, such as a positive DR in a customer service
context, the potential consequences are not as severe and organizational expectations may be
more varied. Given the unique and context-specific characteristics of the dynamic neutralempathic DR in SH investigations, the term high DR perception does not quite capture the
adherence expectation of this DR in this context. Second, DR adherence expectation more
closely captures the novel way the DR is implemented in the present study, where it’s not the
perception of the extent to which a DR requirement that is measured, but rather the impacts that
result from directly manipulating the DR requirement expectation. To be clear and consistent
with respect to this terminology, use the term DR adherence expectation in place of what most
researchers have referred to as DR perception from this point forward, unless otherwise noted.
Due to the potential consequences associated with DR adherence in the SH investigation context,
it is important to understand the impact not only of the dynamic neutral-empathic DR, but also
the impact of this DR when DR adherence expectation level is more stringent, which as
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discussed is likely to be the case during actual SH investigations. Although this DR has
intrinsically stringent DR adherence expectations, implementation of may still vary to some
degree due to different levels of training for HR professionals or organizational implementation.
As a result, in the current study I manipulate DR adherence expectation by using the same,
dynamic neutral-empathic DR in the two DR conditions, where one of these DR conditions
contains more stringent requirements to adhere to the DR.
When employees’ DR adherence expectations of a positive DR are low, that is, they do
not perceive that their organization actually expects them to adhere to this DR, then they may
perceive that they are allowed a broader range of emotional expressions other than just positive
expression. In a customer service context, for example, employees may feel that they don’t have
to consistently offer service with a smile. Similar to the research on EL DRs, research has
shown that high DR adherence expectation for positive DRs is associated with negative
outcomes, such as physical and emotional exhaustion (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002;
Brotheridge & Lee, 2003) and negative impacts on performance (Goldberg & Grandey, 2007).
Researchers have used the Job Demands Resources (JD-R) (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, &
Schaufeli, 2001) and Conservation of Resources (COR) (Hobfoll, 2002, 1989) theories as
frameworks to explain this depletion process (Brotheridge & Lee, 2002; Erkovan, 2013; Park,
Hyung In, O’Rourke, & O’Brien, 2014; Pisaniello, Winefield, & Delfabbro, 2012; van Gelderen,
Heuven, van Veldhoven, Zeelenberg, & Croon, 2007; Walter & Bruch, 2009; Wong & Law,
2002). Both theories essentially state that stress results when demands (e.g. job stress or EL)
exceed an individual’s resources. COR theory further states that when resource loss occurs, it
becomes increasingly difficult to gain more resources and to effectively use the resources that
one already has, resulting in escalating resource loss. COR theory would also predict that over
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time, the resource loss caused by emotion regulation would lead to increasingly diminished
resources, which would in turn negatively impact performance as time progresses.
Researchers acknowledge that EL is not limited to service contexts and is considered
required of employees across organizations in roles where any type of social contact occurs
(Ashforth & Humphrey, 1993; Diefendorff & Richard, 2003; Diefendorff, Richard, & Croyle,
2006; Erkovan, 2013; Sloan, 2004). Researchers also state that most of these jobs require
positive DRs (Diefendorff & Richard, 2003; Diefendorff et al., 2006). However, little is known
about other types of DRs in contexts that do not involve expressing positive emotions.
In the specific case with HR professionals conducting SH investigation interviews, the
work-required emotional expressions, or DR, is much more complex than the typical service
context. As previously discussed, it involves constant management of the required emotional
expression of empathy and/or neutrality, whilst all other emotions, including positive emotions,
are suppressed in order to be perceived as fair (Dorfman et al., 2000; Neuser, 2005; Trotter &
Zacur, 2012). These changes in emotional expression of neutrality and empathy must be
successfully managed within the temporal parameters of the SH investigation interview,
suggesting that such a DR is dynamic. While other researchers have referred to the entire EL
process as dynamic (e.g. see Gabriel & Diefendorff, 2015), I posit that DRs themselves can be
dynamic. Support for this idea was offered by Trougakos et al, when they stated that EL
literature needs to “move beyond a static conceptualization of display rules” (Trougakos et al.,
2011, p. 360). Thus, examining such DRs that change over time is an important and needed
extension of the EL literature
To my knowledge, the dynamic neutral-empathic DR has never been previously
examined in EL literature. Thus, the present study to extends the EL literature by doing so.
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Furthermore, EL research has never been addressed within the context of an SH investigation
interview. Given the high-stakes nature of the situation where HR professionals are instructed to
adhere to the dynamic neutral-empathic DR, and because HR SH investigators play a critical role
in reducing the risk of organizational liability by maintaining the appropriate emotional
expression during the investigation interview, it is important to understand the effects of such a
DR and varying DR adherence expectation on important employee outcomes such as the SH
investigator’s performance. As previously mentioned, an SH investigator’s ability to successfully
manage their emotions helps him or her to be perceived fair. This ability may be impaired under
the duress of EL during an investigation interview, when fairness is critical.
In sum, SH investigators have a difficult task when adhering to the dynamic neutralempathic DR, a task in which few are trained (Dorfman et al., 2000). Adhering to this DR,
especially without the benefit of training in how to do so, may deplete resources and could lead
to poor performance in conducting the interview. Furthermore, the fact that SH investigators risk
opening their organizations to increased legal liability if they do not adhere to the DR adds to the
stress and potential resource depletion during SH investigation interviews.
Previous research on increased DR adherence expectation suggests that these negative
impacts could intensify if employees believe that adherence to a DR is very important. JD-R and
COR theories would predict that HR investigators would experience a greater depletion of
resources than HR professionals who do not have to adhere to such a DR. As prior EL research
has mostly addressed positive DRs (e.g., Grandey et al., 2015; Schaubroeck & Jones, 2000), it is
important to extend this research in order understand the impact of the unique dynamic neutralempathic DR that HR professionals must contend with during SH investigation interviews.
Furthermore, different levels of the degree to which an employee perceive they must adhere to a
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DR can impact the extent to which EL has negative consequences. The impact of different DR
adherence expectations for this type of DR on performance has not been examined in EL
research. In the current study, I manipulate DR adherence expectation by increasing the
expectation that participants must adhere to the DR in an enhanced DR requirement condition,
simulating when an organization places stringent requirements on adherence to a DR. Ultimately,
I compare the impact of three conditions on participants’ levels of emotion regulation, negative
affect (mediating variables) and performance: 1) the dynamic neutral-empathic DR condition, 2)
the dynamic neutral-empathic DR with the enhanced DR requirement condition, and 3) the
control condition.
Summary of Research Goals
The primary objective of my study was to extend the EL literature by examining the
impact of a novel DR in an unexamined but important context. I also sought to provide evidence
of resource depletion associated with this novel DR and context using JD-R (Demerouti et al.,
2001) and COR (Hobfoll, 2002, 1989) theories as theoretical frameworks. Specifically, I aimed
to investigate these issues as they relate to requirements for HR professionals by examining the
dynamic neutral-empathic DR and its impacts on emotion regulation, negative affect, and
performance within the context of an SH investigation interview. As previously mentioned, I
also experimentally manipulated the DR by creating different levels of DR adherence
expectation for the same DR to assess the impact associated demand on performance.
Overview
In the literature review (Chapter 2), I review the EL construct and literature relevant to
highlighting the uniqueness of the dynamic neutral-empathic DR and challenges that HR
professionals face when conducting SH interviews. Next I detail how JD-R (Demerouti et al.,
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2001) and COR (Hobfoll, 2002, 1989) theories shed light on the process of how EL depletes
resources with positive DRs, and also how these theories can also be used to explain the
resource-depleting effects of EL for HR professionals conducting SH investigation interviews
with the dynamic neutral-empathic DR. Finally, I review research on DR adherence expectation,
its negative outcomes in EL in literature, and discuss how increased DR adherence expectation in
the current study would likely exacerbate its negative effects. After the literature review, I
introduce the hypotheses and research questions to be tested, and summarize the intended
contributions of the present study.
In Chapter 3 I detail the methods that will be used to test my predictions and address
research goals. In the Procedures section, I thoroughly explain the computerized simulation of an
SH investigation interview that will be used in this study. I also review literature that explains
why participants would plausibly experience an emotional reaction to the simulation and provide
justification for my choosing this simulation. The chapter ends with my analytical strategy. This
is followed by the Results section in Chapter 4, and the Discussion section in Chapter 5, where I
summarize the findings and discuss contributions to the EL literature, practical implications,
study limitations, and suggestions for future research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review and Hypotheses
In the present chapter, I will review the EL construct and what little research has been
conducted on HR managers in an SH investigation context engaging in EL. I will then review
existing EL literature to explain the critical role of EL for effectiveness of HR investigators as
illustrated by the specific EL demands in the context of conducting interviews in an SH
investigation and how these demands deplete resources. Finally, I review JD-R (Demerouti et al.,
2001) and COR theories (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll & Shirom, 2001) and integrate these with the
previous EL and SH investigation research to illustrate how the dynamic neutral-empathic DR,
and enhanced awareness of this requirement, may negatively impact performance in this SH
context via increased emotion regulation and negative effect. I also discuss how gender and prior
personal SH experience as the investigator may potentially impact these relationships. After
introducing the hypotheses and research questions, I describe a moderated mediation process
model which summarizes these relationships and forms the conceptual foundation for my study.
Emotional Labor
The original conceptualization of EL stemming from Hochschild’s (1983, 2012) seminal
research is that it is a requirement “to induce or suppress feeling in order to sustain the outward
countenance that produces the proper state of mind in others” (Hochschild, 2012, p.7). However,
various academic disciplines tend to emphasize different aspects of this definition leading to
challenges in clearly defining EL (Grandey, Diefendorff, et al., 2013). In a review of 30 years of
EL literature, Grandey and colleagues (Grandey, Diefendorff, et al., 2013) compared the
perspectives of sociology (also referred to as job-focused EL), organizational behavior (which I
refer to as display-focused EL), and psychology (also referred to as person-focused EL) and
noted the similarities and differences. Grandey and colleagues sought to coherently integrate the
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literatures so as to clarify the EL construct and encourage researchers from various disciplines to
integrate the different disciplinary EL perspectives when possible (Grandey, Diefendorff, et al.,
2013). First, sociology focuses on EL as a fundamental category of jobs, just as jobs can be
categorized as physical or cognitive labor, and that this labor is performed for a wage. The
sociology EL perspective, also known as job-focused EL, states that jobs that are high in EL are
those that require an employee to have frequent contact with customers, induce emotions in
customers, and manage emotional interactions with customers (Grandey, Diefendorff, et al.,
2013). This perspective also emphasizes DRs, defined as the EL work requirement that stipulates
what emotions should be expressed (Rafaeli & Sutton, 1989; Wharton & Erickson, 1993).
Furthermore, researchers adopting this perspective have also examined DR perceptions where
researchers examined different levels of awareness of DRs across different jobs (e.g. Goldberg &
Grandey, 2007) as opposed to merely comparing the effects of jobs that have EL with those that
do not. A major proposed insight from the job-focused perspective is often that EL benefits the
organization but is harmful to employees (Grandey, Diefendorff, et al., 2013).
Like the job-focused perspective, the organizational behavior perspective (or what I term
the display-focused EL perspective) also emphasizes DRs. However, display-focused EL
includes the focus of employees’ emotional displays in relation to DRs for specific work roles.
For example, are employees’ displayed emotions congruent with DRs, and are the expressed
emotions perceived by others as authentic (e.g. see Grandey, Fisk, Mattila, Jansen, & Sideman,
2005; Hennig-Thurau, Groth, Paul, & Gremler, 2006)? Both the job-focused and display-focused
EL perspectives acknowledge that there are different types of DRs such as positive emotional
display (i.e. positive DRs, e.g. for customer service workers), which mostly involve the
expression of positive emotions and the suppression of negative emotions (e.g., Grandey et al.,
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2015; Schaubroeck & Jones, 2000), negative emotion DRs2 (e.g. with bill collectors or perhaps
military drill sergeants, also referred to as negative DRs), or neutral DRs where all emotions are
suppressed (e.g. judges). Unlike the job-focused perspective, the display-focused perspective
proposes that the effects of EL benefit both the organization and the employee, and are only
harmful to the latter if much effort is required on the part of employees, i.e. if an employee’s
own emotional state was incongruent with the DR (Grandey, Diefendorff, et al., 2013).
Similar to display-focused EL, the psychology perspective or person-focused EL
emphasizes the internal experience of the person engaging in EL (also referred to as actor).
Person-focused EL, however, prioritizes the specific intrapersonal dynamics that are involved
when the employees’ emotional expression is congruent with DRs but incongruent with their
own feelings. Person-focused EL also addresses the emotion regulation strategies that are
employed by employees in this situation (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Grandey, Chi, &
Diamond, 2013). Emotion regulation is defined as “the processes by which individuals influence
which emotions they have, when they have them, and how they experience and express these
emotions” (Gross, 1998b, p. 275).
The EL literature typically examines two different types of emotion regulation strategies
originally introduced by Hochschild (1983): surface acting and deep acting (e.g. Barnes,
Guarana, Nauman, & Kong, 2016; Grandey, 2003). In surface acting, employees suppress felt
emotions and express emotions that they do not genuinely feel. In deep acting, employees alter
their internal emotions so as to genuinely feel the emotions they are expressing (Grandey, 2000;

2

Some researchers refer to the requirement to suppress negative emotions, as negative display rules (e.g. Austin,
Dore, & O’Donovan, 2008; Diefendorff, Croyle, & Gosserand, 2005; Diefendorff & Richard, 2003; Schaubroeck &
Jones, 2000). For purposes of clarity, I refer to the requirement to suppress negative emotions as negative
suppression requirements.
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Hochschild, 1983). An often tested assumption in person-focused EL is that deep acting benefits
both the organization and the employee, and surface acting is harmful to employees (e.g. Judge
et al., 2009) (Grandey, Diefendorff, et al., 2013).
Grandey and colleagues (2013) recommend that researchers not limit themselves to a
single EL focus and that integration of these different foci will lead to clarity of the EL construct.
Consistent with these recommendations, the current study integrates these foci as follows:
•

Consistent with the job-focused perspective, the current proposed study examines a
job within HR, a field which is not typically examined in EL. This study will also
experimentally manipulate different levels of job-based requirements to adhere to the
dynamic neutral-empathic DR, albeit in a novel way that will be further explained in
the methods section.

•

Consistent with both the job-focused and display-focused perspectives, this study
examines a specific work role, that of an HR SH investigator, that does include an
explicit and complex DR which, to my knowledge, has never been studied.

•

The current study also incorporates the display-focused and person-focused
perspectives by examining emotional expression in relation to this DR.

•

Most in line with the person-focused perspective, this study examines the potential
internal emotion regulation response of the actors (i.e. HR professionals) operating
under this DR, as reported from the actor’s perspective, namely surface, acting, deep
acting, as well as other emotion regulation responses, correlates, and outcomes.
Below is a review of this EL literature on correlates and outcomes.

Emotional labor, emotion regulation and negative consequences. While striving to
adhere to a DR in EL, workers engage in emotion regulation (e.g. Trougakos, Beal, Green, &
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Weiss, 2008), conceptualized as the process of attempting to manage and control one’s felt and
expressed emotions (Gross, 1998b). Most EL literature has addressed positive DRs where a
positive emotional display is required (e.g., Grandey et al., 2015; Schaubroeck & Jones, 2000).
EL emotion regulation for positive DRs in general has been associated with several negative
outcomes for workers including decreased well-being, job satisfaction (Hülsheger & Schewe,
2011; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013), and depleted personal resources (Erkovan, 2013;
Grandey et al., 2015; Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011). Resource depletion is thought to be a key
reason why EL emotion regulation is associated with many negative personal and organizational
outcomes (Grandey et al., 2015). EL emotion regulation has also been associated with increased
negative affect (Adil & Kamal, 2013; Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Gosserand & Diefendorff,
2005; Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011; Judge et al., 2009), which in itself has also been associated
with resource depletion (Curci et al., 2013; Hagger et al., 2010).
As previously discussed, the EL literature typically examines two different types of
emotion regulation strategies: surface acting and deep acting (Diefendorff, Croyle, & Gosserand,
2005). In general, EL research has shown that surface acting is more often associated with the
previously mentioned negative outcomes such as impaired well-being and decreased job
satisfaction (Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013; Mesmer-Magnus,
DeChurch, & Wax, 2012), and others such as decreased organizational attachment, and impaired
job performance (Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011; Zyphur, Warren, Landis, & Thoresen, 2007).
Although deep acting is associated with more positive outcomes such as increased emotional
performance and customer satisfaction (Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011; Kammeyer-Mueller et al.,
2013), deep acting has been associated with employees’ psychosomatic complaints (Hülsheger &
Schewe, 2011), and is therefore considered to also be energy-depleting (Grandey et al., 2015).
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Collectively, this research shows that EL with integrative DRs can have negative effects on
employees, so much so that Grandey and colleagues (Grandey et al., 2015) propose that
requiring employees to display positive emotions as a part of a work requirement is unfair,
unethical, and violates the International Labor Organizations’ standards of “decent work” which
includes characteristics such as workplace security and professional development (International
Labor Organization, 2016).
Emotional labor and the process of emotion regulation and resource depletion. The
process by which EL emotion regulation depletes resources and results in negative effects can be
explained by an integration of Job Demands-Resource Theory (JD-R) (Demerouti et al., 2001)
and Conservation of Resources Theory (COR) (Hobfoll, 2002, 1989), both of which have been
used to explain the relationships among stress, resource depletion, and negative effects such as
impaired performance and increased negative affect (e.g. Zeidner and Hasida, 2014).
According to JD-R theory, when job demands exceed resources, exhaustion and burnout
may result (Demerouti et al., 2001). JD-R theory states that elements of work can be categorized
as either demands or as resources. Job demands are defined as “physical, psychosocial, or
organizational aspects of the job that require sustained physical and/or mental effort and are,
therefore, associated with certain physiological and/or psychological costs” (Bakker & Geurts,
2004, p. 348). Examples of job demands are “high work pressure (i.e., high work pace and tight
deadlines), high physical or emotional demands, and role conflicts” (Bakker & Geurts, 2004, p.
348). Job resources, on the other hand, are defined as “physical, psychosocial, or organizational
aspects of the job that may be functional in meeting task requirements (i.e., job demands) and
may thus reduce the associated physiological and/or psychological costs [and simultaneously]
stimulate personal growth and development” (Bakker & Geurts, 2004, p. 348). Resources may be
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job or task characteristics, such as skill variety, performance feedback or autonomy (Hackman &
Oldham, 1976), work hours (Glavin & Schieman, 2012), or the ability to effectively manage
emotions (Biron & Veldhoven, 2012). Resources can also be more distally related to job tasks
such as career opportunities or job security (Bakker & Geurts, 2004).
In the context of JD-R theory, researchers have previously considered EL to be a demand
that depletes resources (Erkovan, 2013; Walter & Bruch, 2009; Wong & Law, 2002). Supporting
this idea that EL can be depleting, self-regulation, which is similar to EL regulation and is
described as “the attempt to control or alter one’s own responses” including thoughts and
emotions (Muraven, Tice, & Baumeister, 1998, p. 774), has been associated with decreased
physical stamina (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000; Muraven et al., 1998), implying that changing
one’s emotional reactions can be physiologically taxing and therefore resource-depleting.
Furthermore, suppressing emotions has been found to be associated with decreased employee
well-being (Zapf, 2002) including psychophysiological stress activation of the sympathetic
nervous system (see Grandey, 2000; Gross, 1998a), as well as decreased cognitive performance
(Baumeister et al., 1998). Surface acting may be particularly taxing and job-resource depleting
because there are two regulatory efforts being attempted: Individuals must both suppress
negative emotions and express an emotion that they do not feel (Bechtoldt, Rohrmann, De Pater,
& Beersma, 2011). Research showing that suppressing emotions negatively impacts memory
also suggests that suppressing emotions is resource-depleting. Dillon and colleagues (Dillon et
al., 2007) and Richards and Gross (2000) found that increased emotion suppression negatively
impacted free recall memory. Richards and Gross (1999) found that emotion suppression
negatively impacted cued recall (as measured by a recall memory task where some hints are
given) and cued recognition (measured by a multiple-choice test on previously presented
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material). In related research, Schmeichel (2007) found that exaggerating emotions impaired
working memory, suggesting that aspects of EL emotional expression where employees act more
positive than they feel, as may be the case with a positive DR, may also negatively impact
memory. With HR professionals conducting SH interviews, the EL that they engage in while
conforming to the dynamic neutral-empathic DR is expected to negatively impact their memory.
This negative effect on memory is particularly important in this context as depleted memory may
adversely affect performance on subsequent tasks related to the investigation such as accurately
recall of details for documentation.
Given that EL can be resource-depleting, Hobfoll’s (Hobfoll, 2002, 1989) conservation of
resources (COR) theory can be used to further explain the mechanisms by which EL depletes job
resources. COR theory is similar to JD-R in that it states that demands may result in resource
loss, which in turn leads to stress or strain (Demerouti et al., 2001; Hobfoll, 2002, 1989).
However, where JD-R theory typically categorizes elements of work as demands or resources
(Demerouti et al., 2001), COR theory adopts a broader definition of demands and resources
(Hobfoll, 2002, 1989). Hobfoll (1989) described four types of resources: 1) Objects such as a
house or other possessions related to socio-economic status; 2) Conditions such as marital status
or tenure; 3) Personal characteristics such as those that provide general aid in stress resistance,
positive sense of self; 4) Energies such as time, money, and knowledge. Stress results when there
is a perceived threat of or actual resource loss, or when people are not able to gain resources after
substantial resource loss. COR theory also states that the desire to acquire and protect resources
is more salient when there is loss or a threat of resource loss, as opposed to when there is no
threat or loss. The acquisition of resources also becomes more important when there is resource
loss than when there have merely been stressful circumstances. A loss of resources means that
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the ability to effectively access and use current resources will diminish. This may result in a
resource loss cycle where resources are subsequently lost more and more rapidly in increasing
amounts (Hobfoll, 2002). COR theory suggests that people seek to acquire and conserve
resources they value or that may also serve as a means for gaining future resources.
Researchers have used COR theory to explain the mechanisms by which EL depletes job
resources (Brotheridge & Lee, 2002; Park, Hyung In et al., 2014; Pisaniello et al., 2012; van
Gelderen et al., 2007). COR theory states that resource loss diminishes the ability to effectively
access and use current resources. This may result in a downward spiral resource loss cycle where
resources are subsequently lost more and more rapidly in increasing amounts (Hobfoll, 2002).
Conversely, COR would also predict that when resources are being used efficiently, the opposite
dynamic can occur: Conserved resources enable the continued efficient use of current resources,
ultimately resulting in an upward spiral of resource gain (Hobfoll, 2002).
In addition to previous EL studies which have used COR theory to explain the negative
outcomes associated with EL demands (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Cheung & Tang, 2007;
Grandey, Foo, Groth, & Goodwin, 2012; Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011; Park, Hyung In et al.,
2014), COR has also been used in concert with JD-R to explain the relationship between job
demands, resources, and recovery over time (Rodriguez-Muñoz, Sanz-Vergel, Demerouti, &
Bakker, 2012). Rodriguez-Muñoz and colleagues found that employees’ perceptions of resources
were positively related to recovery (e.g. time for oneself), which was in turn negatively related to
perceived workload (i.e. job demand). The authors stated that these results suggested, as would
be predicted by COR, an upward spiral of continued resource gain which ultimately reduced
perceptions of job demands (Rodriguez-Muñoz et al., 2012).
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COR and JD-R theory can also be used to explain that both EL and resource depletion
occur during an SH interview. Although there are no empirical studies that address the effects of
EL and DRs such as the dynamic neutral-empathic DR on HR managers, the emotion regulation
and suppression requirements are to be expected to have depleting, negative effects for HR
managers in high-pressure situations such as conducting SH investigation interviews. The
dynamic neutral-empathic DR for HR professionals conducting SH investigation interviews is
expected to exacerbate these negative and depleting effects compared to an integrative DR for
three reasons, namely the stressful context of the SH investigation, the complexity of the DR,
and the depleting effects of trying to appear neutral as required by this DR.
First, in contrast to a customer service context, adherence to this dynamic neutralempathic DR takes place in a far more somber and emotionally-charged context of the SH
interview. Here there are potentially very serious consequences if the interview is not conducted
in a skilled manner, including risk of lawsuits and claims of discrimination by employees (Bies
& Tyler, 1993; Goldman, 2001; Hogler et al., 2002). Even without the dynamic neutral-empathic
DR, the context alone may be more stressful and resource depleting than a customer service
context.
Second, the dynamic neutral-empathic DR is complex. To decrease risk of legal liability
for the organization, the SH investigator must strive to be perceived as fair and impartial by all
interviewees (e.g. the claimant and alleged harasser and witnesses). To accomplish this,
recommendations from HR professionals, as well as those based on case law analysis and Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) guidelines, state that during SH interviews with
claimants or alleged harassers, investigators should be unbiased yet “empathic, caring and
sensitive” (Dorfman et al., 2000, p. 37), express “sympathy in a neutral way” (Trotter & Zacur,
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2012, p. 33) but should also “suppress emotional response to any answer” (Trotter & Zacur,
2012, p. 33) and any other emotional responses (Dorfman et al., 2000; Neuser, 2005).
Additionally, appearing unbiased may be especially difficult for an internal SH investigator as
research has found that internal organizational investigators are perceived as more biased than
external investigators (Elkins, Phillips, & Ward, 2008; Peirce, Rosen, & Hiller, 1997). Therefore,
adhering to the dynamic neutral-empathic DR entails that the HR professional must constantly
monitor whether 1) he/she is expressing the appropriate amount of empathy and 2) his/her
empathy comes across in a neutral manner. Furthermore, she/he must ensure that 3) no other
emotions are expressed and 4) his/her expressions are perceived as fair by the interviewee.
Illustrating this complexity, in an article describing her experience conducting SH investigations,
an HR director described her experience as follows:
“Notions of forgiveness, entitlement, consideration, and fairness get stirred into an
amalgam of disbelief, rancor, anger, and deep sadness. I get caught between the emotional wars,
finding good reason to have ‘compassion’ for both parties and also for myself. To attain a
positive resolution, I have to make sure each party understands the other’s point of view. I think
of how I can suspend judgment and remain fair to both of them while navigating the flow of tears
and unbridled emotions that afflict them” (Serri, 2006, p. 444).
Third, the dynamic neutral-empathic DR in the SH interview stipulates suppression of all
emotion (i.e. a neutral DR) except for a limited, highly prescribed expression of empathy.
Trougakos and colleagues (2011) showed that adhering to a neutral DR was more depleting than
adhering to a positive DR, which allows for some outlet of positive emotional expression. They
compared the effects of positive and negative DRs on participants who were trained to be poll
workers and asked to administer an opinion survey to prospective customers. Part of their
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training included how to approach people to take the survey. The researchers hypothesized that a
neutral DR would be more personally depleting because with this display, the participant must
suppress both negative and positive emotions. The results showed that participants in the neutral
DR condition reported greater emotional expression suppression, less task persistence and
increased avoidance behavior (they approached fewer people to survey) than participants in the
positive DR condition (Trougakos et al., 2011). These results suggest that a neutral DR may be
more depleting than positive (or negative) DRs due to the greater amount of emotion suppression
that is required. Although the dynamic neutral-empathic DR does allow for the emotional
expression of empathy, this expression must be carefully delivered so as to be perceived as fair
as previously discussed (Dorfman et al., 2000; Neuser, 2005; Trotter & Zacur, 2012). This is
quite unlike the broad array of expressions of positive emotions that would be allowed with an
integrative DR. As such, the dynamic neutral-empathic DR involves not only the constant
monitoring of both positive and negative emotions as is the case with neutral DRs as pointed out
by Trougakos et al. (2011), but also the constant monitoring of empathy that is expressed.
Therefore, the dynamic neutral-empathic DR is expected to be more difficult to adhere to than
integrative DRs, nearly as difficult as a neutral DR, and to deplete personal resources.
Given the additional emotional intensity of the SH context (Dorfman et al., 2000), and
the complexity and neutrality of the dynamic neutral-empathic DR, JD-R theory would predict
that demands would exceed resources and stress may result. Furthermore, COR theory would
predict that demands in this scenario may contribute to continual resource loss throughout the SH
interview. This may in turn lead to increased difficulty in regulating emotions, increased
negative affect during the interview, and increasing resource depletion, all of which may impair
performance. As a result, increasing resource depletion may in turn increasingly interfere with

Emotional Labor and Sexual Harassment 24
the manager's performance, as reflected in difficulty in maintaining high levels of attention and
motivation throughout the interview.
Utility of examining the dynamic neutral-empathic display rule. Beyond the role of
HR SH investigators, researchers have pointed out various other occupational roles that require
either neutrality, empathy, or both (Cipriano, 2015; Grandey, 2000; Ibarra, 2002; Trougakos et
al., 2011; A. Watson & Ward, 2013; Westaby, 2010; Williams, 2015), illustrating the importance
of examining the impact of work requirements of neutral and empathic emotional displays.
Persons conducting poll surveys, physicians, law enforcement agents (Trougakos et al., 2011)
judges, therapists (Grandey, 2000; Trougakos et al., 2011), and managers or any professional
trying to convey impartiality or authority (Wharton & Erickson, 1993), have elements of neutral
DRs as a part of their job requirements. It can be expected that persons in these roles also have to
express empathy at the appropriate time, especially physicians. Immigration attorneys working
with asylum seekers (Westaby, 2010), nurses (Cipriano, 2015; Stayt, 2009), social workers
(Williams, 2015), and elder care providers (Ibarra, 2002) display empathy as a part of their work
requirements. Persons in these roles may need to express neutrality at certain times in their roles.
Additionally, any role that involves conflict mediation between two parties probably involves
displaying a mix of neutrality and empathy, that is, the dynamic neutral-empathic DR. As such,
the effects of a dynamic neutral-empathic DR requiring empathy and neutrality exists in many
occupations, yet to date only Trougakos and colleagues (2011) have examined the impact. Thus,
my study extends Trougako’s findings by examining the effects of a dynamic neutral-empathic
DR, which contains elements of neutrality, for HR managers in a simulated SH investigation
context. This will be accomplished by comparing the effects of the dynamic neutral-empathic
DR across three conditions: 1) the dynamic neutral-empathic DR condition, 2) an enhanced DR
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requirement condition where the DR is the same but there is a stricter requirement to adhere to
the DR (this will be explained further after reviewing relevant literature on DR adherence
expectation), and 3) a control condition without the DR.
Display Rule Adherence Expectation in Emotional Labor
Clarification of display rule adherence requirement. The term DR perception is often
used in EL research but does not have a formal definition. Complicating matters, it has also been
referred to as display rule (Diefendorff et al., 2005; Diefendorff & Gosserand, 2003; Diefendorff
& Richard, 2003), explicitness of DRs (Christoforou & Ashforth, 2015), perceived DR demands
(Diefendorff et al., 2005), emotional labor (Schaubroeck & Jones, 2000), and job-focused EL
(Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Montgomery, Anthony J., Panagopolou, Efharis, de Wildt,
Martijn, & Meenks, Ellis, 2006). Despite this variable terminology, DR perception was measured
in a similar manner across these studies. The items (often slightly modified), typically used in
these measures come from either Schaubroeck and Jones’ (2000) demands for positive and
negative emotional expression (refer to emotional expression as efference) composite scales (as
cited in and used by Diefendorff & Richard, 2003), from Best Downey and Jones’ Emotion
Work Requirements Scale (EWRS) (Appendix G) (as cited in and used by Brotheridge &
Grandey, 2002; R. T. Lee & Brotheridge, 2011), or from a combination of these two sources
(e.g. Diefendorff et al., 2005) (Appendix H). Other researchers have also developed new
measures based on studies that developed or used these scales (e.g., Diefendorff et al., 2006).
There are several similar items across these various scales, suggesting that the constructs assess
the extent to which employees perceive that the organization requires or expects them to adhere
to a DR (where the DR in this prior research was most often the expression of positive or
suppression of negative emotions). Example items include “My organization expects me to try to
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act excited and enthusiastic in my interactions with customers” and “I am expected to try to
pretend I am not angry or feeling contempt while on the job” (Schaubroeck and Jones as cited in
Diefendorff et al., 2005). Given this, I use the more specific term DR adherence expectation,
rather than DR perception, to refer to this construct, where different expectations can apply to the
same DR.
It should be noted that these DR adherence expectation items conceptually overlap with
items in the Emotional Labor Scale ELS (Brotheridge & Lee, 2003), which measures surface
acting and deep acting. Grandey (as cited in Brotheridge & Lee, 2003) describes surface and
deep acting as follows: “Whereas surface acting is defined as involving pushing down' one's
authentic expression of self in favor of an emotional mask, deep acting involves 'pumping up' by
trying to bring the required and one's true feelings into alignment” (Grandey as cited in
Brotheridge & Lee, 2003, p. 366). Related to this overlap of conceptual space, Panagopoulou,
Montgomery, and Benos (2006) combined the DR adherence expectation and ELS items to
create a global assessment of what they labeled EL, and Schaubroeck and Jones (2002) referred
to the construct being measured as EL. However, the ELS items (which can be seen in Appendix
C) assess the frequency in which employees engage in certain emotion regulation behaviors, as
opposed to the extent to which they perceive these behaviors are a part of their job requirements.
Supporting this distinction, researchers showed evidence of divergent validity between the Best
et al.’s scale (as cited in Brotheridge & Lee, 2003) and the ELS (Brotheridge & Lee, 2003; R. T.
Lee & Brotheridge, 2011).
Relevance of display rule adherence expectation to the current study. As previously
stated, because of how DR adherence expectation is conceptualized and measured, it can be
perceived of as varying levels of employees’ expectation that they should adhere to a DR. The
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present study does not measure DR adherence expectation directly. However, as will be detailed
in the methods section, this study was designed to manipulate the DR adherence expectation by
including both a DR condition and an enhanced DR requirement condition, where there is a
greater expectation that participants adhere to the DR. In combination with the control condition
without the DR, this manipulation of the dynamic neutral-empathic DR adherence expectation is
essentially creating three levels of dynamic neutral-empathic DR adherence expectation.
Manipulation of the DR adherence expectation is relevant in the present study since it is
important and ideal for organizations that there be a high level of DR adherence expectation due
to potential negative consequences of HR SH investigators not doing so (i.e. putting the
organization at risk of liability). Yet if this DR adherence expectation is too high, then it may
impair the performance of the HR professional who is conducting the SH investigation.
Therefore, different levels of DR adherence expectation on performance should be examined.
Furthermore, previous studies which show the effects of increased integrative DR adherence
expectation on variables such as emotion regulation and burnout are relevant to the current study.
Display rule adherence expectation and resource depletion. Overall, although there
were some positive associations with integrative DR adherence expectation in prior research,
such as job involvement and job satisfaction (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Diefendorff et al.,
2005, 2006; Schaubroeck & Jones, 2000). However, the research collectively shows a clear
pattern of increased integrative DR adherence expectation being associated with outcomes
directly or indirectly related to resource depletion such as deep acting and surface (Brotheridge
& Grandey, 2002; Diefendorff et al., 2005), physical and emotional exhaustion,
depersonalization (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Brotheridge & Lee, 2003), and self-monitoring
(Brotheridge & Lee, 2003). Furthermore, Diefendorff, Erickson, Dahling, & Grandey (2011),
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showed that DR adherence expectation plays an important mediating role in predicting burnout
(Diefendorff et al., 2011). Thus, in the current study, increasing the salience of the dynamic
neutral-empathic DR may similarly increase the need for emotion regulation and therefore use
additional personal resources. This is especially probable given that some of the EWRS items (as
cited in and used by Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; R. T. Lee & Brotheridge, 2011) assess
neutrality and empathy, which are key components of the dynamic neutral-empathic DR. This
supports the point that although the dynamic neutral-empathic DR does allow for some
expression of empathy, it will still be depleting as all other emotions are to be suppressed, thus
requiring more suppression of emotion, which research suggests is effortful and challenging to
sustain (Beal, Trougakos, Weiss, & Green, 2006; Grandey, 2000; Muraven & Baumeister, 2000;
Trougakos et al., 2011).
Display rule adherence expectation and performance. If DR adherence expectation
depletes resources, it is also plausible that it will negatively impact performance. I am aware of
four studies that examined the relationship between DR adherence expectation and performance.
As previously mentioned, Grandey’s (2003) study, which assessed self-rated, and co-worker
rated customer service delivery among administrative assistants, showed that increased positive
DR adherence expectation was positively associated with self-rated customer service delivery.
However, increased positive DR adherence expectation was associated with deep acting, which
was in turn associated with emotional exhaustion. This suggests that although positive DR
adherence expectation does have positive associations, it may come at a cost as it could be
simultaneously related to negative, depleting outcomes such as emotional exhaustion.
Furthermore, the self-rated service delivery differed from the co-worker rated service delivery,
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suggesting that it would be helpful to incorporate both objective and self-rated measures of
performance to assess the impact of DR adherence expectation on performance.
Goldberg and Grandey (2007), Christoforou and Ashforth (2015), and Lam, Walter and
Ouyang’s (2014) studies used objective (i.e. not self-rated) performance measures. In an
experimental setting, Goldberg and Grandey (2007) compared two conditions in a simulated call
center context. In the explicit DR condition, participants were told that they were required to
adhere to an integrative DR. In the other condition, participants were given DR autonomy and
were told not only did they not have to adhere to a integrative DR, as was usually the case in a
call center, but that they should be authentic and that they should handle irritation and stress,
“however you want- just relax and be yourself” (Goldberg & Grandey, 2007, p. 207).
Participants in the explicit DR condition reported more emotion regulation, more exhaustion
from the call center simulation, and made more errors on an order form task than participants in
the DR autonomy condition. The authors also found that increased emotion regulation (surface
acting, but not deep acting), mediated the relationship between DR condition and exhaustion. In
follow up analyses, the authors found that negative affect (measured by one item regarding
participants’ reported irritation after the call center simulation task), was significantly associated
with exhaustion, and that surface acting was similarly significantly associated with emotional
exhaustion and explained additional variance in emotion exhaustion. Emotion regulation did not
mediate the relationship between DR condition and task performance. The authors reasoned that
the negative impact of the DR on performance was due to the attention paid to the DR rather than
emotion regulation. They added that in organizations, emotion regulation may increase for
employees who have learned and are familiar with a similar, positive DR. Given this process,

Emotional Labor and Sexual Harassment 30
they stated that field and longitudinal studies are needed to examine the role of emotion
regulation in the relationship between DRs and performance (Goldberg & Grandey, 2007).
This reasoning highlights the idea that DR adherence expectations not only change over
time, but probably also exist at various levels. This could be due to an organizations’ different
levels of monitoring employees to check if they are adhering to the DR, or inconsistent
messaging to employees about the explicitness of DR adherence expectation within the
organization. It is important to understand the impact of these various levels of DR adherence
expectation as they differentially affect resource depletion and performance.
Related to messaging, Goldberg and Grandey’s (2007) explicit DR condition is an
example of what Diefendorff and Gosserand’s (2003) would refer to as a DR with specificity,
which they define as the extent to which DRs are specifically or vaguely communicated. In their
theoretical paper, Diefendorff and Gosserand posited that highly specific DRs would restrict
employees to a narrower range of behaviors and be positively associated with burnout, but also
recommended that organizations make DRs specific to increase the probability that employees
would adhere to them. Goldberg and Grandey’s findings support Diefendorff and Gosserand’s
(2003) proposition regarding specificity and burnout.
Also related to specificity, Christoforou and Ashforth (2015) developed a DR adherence
expectation measure (they referred to DR adherence expectation as explicitness of DRs) for
salespeople that assessed to what extent the organization requires expression of “appropriate
emotions” and has provided clear guidelines and training to do so. They found that customer
service behaviors and customers’ perceptions of staff authenticity peaked at moderate levels of
DR adherence expectation. Christoforou and Ashforth (2015) explained that moderate levels of
DR adherence expectation do not overwhelm the staff, leaving more resources for performance.
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Like Goldberg and Grandey’s (2007) findings, Christoforou and Ashforth’s (2015) results
support Diefendorff and Gosserand’s (2003) proposition regarding the positive relationship
between specificity and burnout. Christoforou and Ashforth’s findings are also similar to
Grandey’s (2003) findings as there are some levels of DR adherence expectation that can have a
positive effect on performance.
For HR professionals conducting SH investigation interviews, the dynamic neutralempathic DR is highly specific in that it requires allows only for the expression of empathy,
albeit only in a neutral manner, while all other emotions are to be suppressed. Furthermore, DR
adherence expectation is likely to be very high due to the previously mentioned, high-stakes
nature of the SH investigation interview: If the investigator is not perceived as fair via
communication of their neutral empathy, this may increase the risk that the investigation is not
perceived as fair, thus putting the organization at risk. Given these important contextual
characteristics, I manipulate levels of DR adherence expectation in my study by having two DR
conditions where, although the DR is the same in both conditions, the DR adherence expectation
is higher in the “enhanced” DR requirement condition where participants receive stricter
instructions to adhere to the DR.
Different levels of DR adherence expectation are likely accompanied by different levels
of negative affect. Lam, Walter and Ouygan (2014) investigated relationships between
employees’ perceptions of integrative DR adherence expectation, employees’ emotional states,
and several organizational performance variables for retail employees in China. They used a
unidimensional measure using adapted items from two different scales used in previous research
(Heuven, Bakker, Schaufeli, & Huisman, 2006; Zapf, Vogt, Seifert, Mertini, & Isic, 1999). They
found that employees’ reported levels of state (positive or negative) affect moderated the
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relationships between DR adherence expectation and three organizational performance variables;
one supervisor-rated performance and two contextual performance variables (organizational
citizenship behavior [OCB] and voluntary learning behavior): When negative affect was low, DR
adherence expectation was significantly and positively associated with voluntary learning. There
were no significant relationships with any of the performance variables when negative affect was
high. The authors note that in the Chinese cultural context where the study was conducted, strong
values of Confucianism and Buddhism encourage the control of negative emotion in
interpersonal interactions (Chiu & Kosinski, 1994). Thus, Chinese employees may already be
motivated to suppress negative affect, explaining the lack of relationship between negative affect
and DR adherence expectation and, which in turn was not associated with improved performance
or OCB. However, for those experiencing low levels of negative affect, DR adherence
expectation was associated with voluntary learning. Lam et al., reasoned that individuals high in
negative affect may not be motivated to use integrative DR adherence expectation to influence
their professional development (i.e. voluntary learning behavior).
Lam et al. (2014) also found that when positive affect was low, there was a significant
and positive association between DR adherence expectation and all three performance variables.
None of these relationships were significant when positive affect was high. The authors reasoned
that another possible explanation of these findings and the findings related to negative affectivity
is that intense positive or negative emotion may be overwhelming, thus make it difficult to
adhere to the DR and experience improved performance as a result. The authors also note that
Charles’ (2010) study showed that intense emotions may interfere with the ability to concentrate
and effectively manage emotions. Perhaps regulating high positive affectivity was exhausting
and made it difficult for participants to use DR adherence expectation to improve performance.
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For HR professionals conducting SH investigations, those who experience less intense emotions
may more adeptly adhere to the dynamic neutral-empathic DR and perform better in conducting
SH investigation interviews than those experiencing more intense emotions. This is important to
consider as researchers have described SH in organizations, as an emotionally charged, sensitive,
and explosive topic (Dorfman et al., 2000).
Together these studies that investigated the impact of DR adherence expectation on
performance, by measuring employees’ self-reported DR adherence expectation (Christoforou &
Ashforth, 2015; Goldberg & Grandey, 2007; Grandey, 2003; Lam et al., 2014) or by
manipulating DR adherence expectation (Goldberg & Grandey, 2007) show that DR adherence
expectation is positively associated with behaviors that deplete resources and/ or is negatively
related to performance (Christoforou & Ashforth, 2015; Goldberg & Grandey, 2007; Grandey,
2003; Lam et al., 2014). Goldberg and Grandey’s study examined DR adherence expectation in a
novel manner by manipulating levels of DR adherence expectation and assessing the impact on
an objective performance measure. They also examined the role of affect. However, they
investigated negative affect post hoc as a potential mediator based on only one item (measuring
participant irritation). Lam et al., (2014) also investigated the relationship of participant affect
with DR adherence expectation and performance, however, they administered a survey and
conducted correlational analyses, which greatly limited their ability to rigorously examine the
impact of DR adherence expectation on performance and establish causality. Research is needed
to examine other types of DR adherence expectation such as that of the dynamic neutralempathic DR in the context of HR professionals conducting SH investigation interviews. Lam et
al. (2014) also acknowledge that future research should measure the impact of DRs on both EL
strategies (such as surface and deep acting) and performance, noting that this may, “further open
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the ‘black box’ of display rules’ functioning” (Lam et al., 2014, p. 593). The present study
incorporates these ideas, and further extends this literature as explained later in the contributions
section of this study.
Overview, Hypotheses, and Research Questions
As explained below, the present study integrates theoretical ideas and related findings
from the EL, SH and emotion regulation literatures. I integrated these concepts with JD-R and
COR theories to develop the hypotheses research question to be tested. I also developed a theorybased model of the psychological processes that integrates these ideas and predicted relationships
(shown in Figure 1). This conditional process model will be explained after the specific
hypotheses and research question.
In general, EL research has shown that EL and emotion regulation are resource-depleting
(Erkovan, 2013; Grandey et al., 2015; Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011). Consistent with JD-R
(Demerouti et al., 2001) and COR ) (Hobfoll, 2002, 1989) theories, EL depletes resources and its
demands exceed resources such as emotional exhaustion (Brotheridge & Lee, 2002; Erkovan,
2013; Park, Hyung In et al., 2014; Pisaniello et al., 2012; van Gelderen et al., 2007; Walter &
Bruch, 2009; Wong & Law, 2002). Following a pattern of depleted resources, EL for positive
DRs has also been shown to negatively impact performance (Goldberg & Grandey, 2007).
Finally, EL research has also shown that increasing DR adherence expectation depletes more
resources than lower DR adherence expectation and has also been shown to negatively impact
performance.
Most of this research has been conducted with positive DRs (e.g., Grandey et al., 2015;
Schaubroeck & Jones, 2000), which are relatively simple, and likely less demanding and
resource-depleting: employees are expected to smile, express positive emotions and suppress all
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negative emotions. However, in the case with HR professionals conducting SH investigation
interviews, the dynamic neutral-empathic DR requires that all emotions, except for neutral
empathy, must be suppressed. Furthermore, the dynamic neutral-empathic DR is complex. As
such, I predicted that the dynamic neutral-empathic DR would increase emotion regulation,
deplete resources, and negatively impact performance. Given that emotion regulation has been
associated with increased negative affect (Adil & Kamal, 2013; Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002;
Gosserand & Diefendorff, 2005; Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011; Judge et al., 2009), I predicted that
the dynamic neutral-empathic DR would increase negative affect as well.
To test the impact of the dynamic neutral-empathic DR in the present study, there were
three conditions: 1) a DR condition, 2) an enhanced DR requirement condition where the
expectation to adhere to the DR is increased and 3) a control condition (these conditions will be
further detailed in the methods section). The same DR was used in each of the DR conditions,
where participants were instructed to adhere to adhere to the DR. In the enhanced, DR
requirement condition, participants were given instructions that that their adherence to the DR
would be monitored and that they would receive feedback on this adherence. Participants in the
DR conditions were predicted to experience more depletion than participants in the control
condition as these participants were not being asked to adhere to the DR, and thus they would not
be regulating their emotions, and should also experience less negative affect, or perhaps none. In
this case, participants in the control condition were expected to outperform participants in the
two DR conditions, where similar processes of increased depletion associated with increased
negative affect and emotion regulation are predicted to negatively impact performance. I also
explored whether participants in the enhanced DR requirement condition would experience
increased, more effortful emotion regulation as compared to participants in the other two
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conditions. As a result, the enhanced DR requirement participants were expected to perform
more poorly than the other participants.
As previously mentioned, emotion regulation in EL research is often conceptualized and
measured as surface or deep acting (e.g. Barnes et al., 2016; Grandey, 2003). In the current
study, I compare the use of surface acting (i.e. faking and hiding emotions) versus deep acting in
response to the dynamic neutral-empathic DR in each condition. Lee and Brotheridge (2011)
found that the two facets of surface acting (faking and hiding emotions) were differently
associated with certain DRs. Positive DRs were associated with deep acting and faking emotions,
whereas DRs involving the suppression of negative emotions were associated with hiding
emotions. As a result, in the present study, I examined group differences in a post-hoc analyses
across the three conditions in emotion regulation strategies (deep acting, faking, hiding) that
were used in response to the dynamic neutral-empathic DR.
Grandey and Gabriel (2015) have called for researchers to move beyond the
conceptualization of EL emotion regulation as simply surface and deep acting. Consistent with
this call, I incorporated elements of Gross’s (1998b) emotion regulation framework and use
Gross and John’s (2003) Emotional Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ) to assesses two emotion
regulation strategies: reappraisal and suppression. Suppression is conceptually similar to the
hiding emotions aspect of surface acting. Reappraisal, which involves cognitive re-construal of a
situation in a way that changes felt emotions (Gross, 1999), is similar to the concept of deep
acting. Like the exploratory analyses addressing surface and deep acting across the three DR
conditions, I compared the use of reappraisal vs. suppression (as measured by the ERQ) as
emotion regulation strategies across the three conditions. Furthermore, as Grandey (2000) has
suggested that Gross’s theory should be integrated with EL to shed light on EL mechanisms, I
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used both measures to test hypotheses and research questions examining the impact of emotion
regulation.
I also examined different levels of DR adherence expectation for the dynamic neutralempathic DR. I compared the levels of emotion regulation, negative affect, and performance
across these levels. Similar to previous EL research showing that an increased DR adherence
expectation depletes resources and negatively impacts performance, I also predicted that
increasing DR adherence expectation in the context of HR investigation interviews would
increase emotion regulation and negative affect, as well as negatively impacting performance. I
also examined whether emotion regulation and negative affect increased from after the first
interview to after the second.
In SH investigations, a series of interviews are conducted including those with the
claimant, the alleged harasser, and witnesses. If these interviews are conducted within a short
amount of time, performance in the first interview with the claimant may differ from
performance in the second interview: Consistent with COR theory (Hobfoll, 2002, 1989), due to
the demands imposed by the dynamic neutral-empathic DR, a resource loss cycle may occur as
investigators progress through SH investigation interviews. Specifically, it may become
progressively more difficult to conduct a second interview, due to the increased resource
depletion associated with the dynamic neutral-empathic DR. This may, in turn, lead to decreased
efficacy in conducting the second interview relative to the first interview. I examined differences
in performance between the two interviews with the claimant and alleged harasser with
exploratory analyses.
Participants’ varying degrees of experience with SH could affect their experience in the
simulation in one of two ways. First, a person’s SH experience may have been very negative,
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serious, and/or traumatizing. A meta-analysis showed that SH experience has been associated
with poor mental and physical health and post-traumatic stress disorder, among other negative
outcomes (Willness, Steel, & Lee, 2007). For persons with such negative SH experiences, the
simulation may conjure up more negative emotions relative to participants who have not had
these types of personal experiences. Consistent with the process model, higher levels of negative
affect and emotion regulation are predicted to lead to impaired performance.
On the other hand, lower levels of personal experience with SH (i.e. infrequent or not as
negative, serious, or traumatizing) may lead participants to be less interested and/or take the
simulation less seriously. In this case, negative affect may be decreased and there may be less
emotion to regulate. This could either free up resources and lead participants to perform better
than those with more serious experience with SH, or it could lead participants to not take
performance seriously and therefore perform poorly. Given these unknowns and inconsistent
possibilities, I explored the moderating impact of participants’ SH experience with a research
question.
Research evidence on perceptions of SH that would inform the directionality of how
personal SH experience or participant gender would impact the mediators in the present study is
somewhat mixed. Rotundo and colleagues’ (Rotundo, Nguyen, & Sackett, 2001) meta-analytic
review showed that women classified a wider range of behaviors as SH. This suggests that in the
present study, women would be more inclined than men to perceive more of the content in the
simulation to be SH. In this case, female participants may experience more negative affect than
men across all three conditions, and increased emotion regulation in the two DR conditions. In
contrast, some prior research suggests that in some cases the impact of perceived SH may be
more negative for men than for women. In one study, men perceived harassment classified as
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bothersome or frightening as distressing, whereas women only perceived frightening harassment
as distressing (Settles, Harrell, Buchanan, & Yap, 2011). If male participants are distressed by
“bothersome” SH in the present study, they may also experience increased negative affect and
emotion regulation, thus depleting resources and leading to poor performance. It should be noted
that in Settles et al.’s study, archival survey data was used where participants had simply read
about SH scenarios. In other contexts, such as having a conversation about SH, recalling
personal SH experiences, or actually experiencing SH, the effects of being bothered by SH may
be more severe and resource-depleting. However, given this inconsistent literature on gender and
perception of SH, it is not clear how participant gender or personal SH experience would impact
the relationship between DR and each of the mediators: emotion regulation and negative affect. I
therefore explored gender as a moderator controlling for SH experience with a research question.
Given these ideas in combination with the relevant theories and related research, I posed
the following hypotheses and research questions:
Hypothesis 1: The DR condition is related to emotion regulation, such that: (Hypothesis
1a) participants in both DR conditions show more emotion regulation than participants in
the control condition, and (Hypothesis 1b) participants in the enhanced DR requirement
condition show more emotion regulation than those in the DR condition.
Hypothesis 2: The DR condition is related to overall negative affect, such that:
(Hypothesis 2a) participants in both DR conditions show more negative affect than
participants in the control condition, and (Hypothesis 2b) participants in the enhanced DR
requirement condition show more negative affect than those in the DR condition.
Hypothesis 3: The display condition is related to performance (i.e., as measured by the
amount of information recalled in the memory task, objective simulation performance,
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and self-assessed performance), such that: (Hypothesis 3a) participants in both DR
conditions have significantly worse performance than participants in the control
condition, and (Hypothesis 3b) participants in the enhanced DR requirement condition
have significantly worse performance than those in the DR condition.
Hypothesis 4: Emotion regulation mediates the indirect effect between the DR condition
and performance.
Hypothesis 5: Overall negative affect mediates the indirect effect between DR condition
and performance.
Research Question 1: Will participants’ personal SH experience moderate the relationship
between the DR condition and the mediating variables, which are emotion regulation
(Research Question 4a) and negative affect (Research Question 4b)?

Research Question 2: Controlling for SH experience, will participants’ gender moderate
the relationship between the DR condition and the mediating variables, which are
emotion regulation (Research Question 5a) and negative affect (Research Question 5b)?

Based on the literature and these predicted relationships, I also developed a theory-based
model that summarizes these relationships and depicts the hypothesized psychological processes
that are thought to occur. The model essentially shows that EL display rules will increase EL and
negative affect, which will deplete resources and negatively impact performance. The model also
illustrates how SH experience and gender impact how the display rule impacts both emotion
regulation and negative affect. This is known as first-stage moderated mediation (Hayes, 2013,
2015). Figure 1 illustrates a direct, negative effect from the independent variable (IV), DR
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(which is comprised of the two DR conditions compared with the control condition), to the
dependent variable (DV), performance (H3). The indirect effect via emotion regulation includes
a positive relationship between the IV and emotion regulation (H1), and a negative relationship
from emotion regulation to performance. The indirect effect via negative affect also includes a
positive relationship between the IV and negative affect (H2), and a negative relationship from
negative affect to performance. The paths from the moderating variables (SH experience and
gender) to the initial paths from the IV to the mediating variables reflect first-stage, moderated
mediation and reflect research questions that will explore SH experience (RQ1) and gender
(RQ2) as moderators of the path between the IV and the two mediating variables.
Summary of Contributions.
The present study was designed to extend this literature in a number of ways, as
summarized by the following anticipated contributions. First, I developed and tested a theoretical
model of the psychological processes involving resource depletion of EL and its impact on
performance. Second, I extended the EL literature beyond positive DRs by investigating a
different type of DR that is required in SH investigations by human resource professionals.
Third, this study examines EL in the novel context of sexual harassment investigations by HR
professionals and is a departure from the service role context, which is typically studied in EL
literature (Grandey, Diefendorff, et al., 2013; Grandey et al., 2015). Furthermore, the EL job
demands as experienced by HR professionals have never been investigated. Fourth, exploring the
type of EL strategy used in the current study extends the EL literature as the one prior study that
examined the impact of neutral DRs on performance (i.e. Trougakos et al., 2011) did not
investigate weather different types of EL strategies were used. Fifth, the theory-based model I
developed was rigorously tested using a random assignment, control group design where the
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dynamic neutral-empathic DR, which contained elements of neutrality and empathy, was
experimentally manipulated to test the impact of different levels of required adherence to DR, on
the mediating variables, which are emotional labor and negative affect, and performance, in
comparison to a control group that were not given a DR. This is important considering that
Trougakos and colleagues did not manipulate DR adherence expectation, and I am I am aware
of only four studies that have examined this relationship (Christoforou & Ashforth, 2015;
Goldberg & Grandey, 2007; Grandey, 2003; Lam et al., 2014). Related to levels of DR
adherence expectation, the literature review section on DR adherence expectation also
contributes to the EL literature by clarifying how DR adherence expectation is conceptually
different from the EL concept DR, and EL emotion regulation, thus delineating DR adherence
expectation’s place in the EL nomological network.
This study was also designed to provide contribute to practice by shedding light on the
extent to which the dynamic neutral-empathic display rule negatively impacts performance as
well as its effects on employees. This information could be potentially used to inform
organizational training and policies for human resource professionals and other employees
whose jobs require similar EL job demands.
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Chapter 3: Methods
Participants
Power analysis. To determine the sample size needed for the current study comparing
group differences across three conditions, I conducted a power analysis using the software
program G*Power (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007). With a medium effect size of
Cohen’s d = .25, power (1 - β) = .80, and α = < .05, 2 tailed, the total sample size for an
ANCOVA with three groups would be 158.
To determine the sample size for mediation analyses, I followed recommendations of
Fritz and Mackinnon (2007). The bias-corrected bootstrap method was chosen over other
bootstrap methods due to its consistent power across conditions (Fritz & Mackinnon, 2007).
Previous research suggests that paths in the model should be at least medium in effect size (Arch
& Craske, 2006; Broderick, 2005; Coffey, Hartman, & Fredrickson, 2010; Dane & Brummel,
2014; Hafenbrack, Kinias, & Barsade, 2014; Lyvers, Makin, Toms, Thorberg, & Samios, 2013;
Reb, Narayanan, & Ho, 2013; Sedlmeier et al., 2012; Shockley, Ispas, Rossi, & Levine, 2012).
When the path effect sizes between the independent variable and mediator, and between the
mediator and the dependent variable are all assumed to be medium, Fritz and Mackinnon (2007)
recommend a sample size of 71 for the bias-corrected bootstrap method. However, since Fritz
and Mackinnon’s recommendations are for simple mediation (i.e. a process model with one
mediator), a larger sample size to maintain .8 power is likely needed. The current study has two
mediators. Preacher and Hayes (2008) discuss Hoyle and Kenny’s (2008) investigation of
statistical power in simple mediation models. Preacher and Hayes point out that based on their
investigations, Hoyle and Kenny recommend that unless a mediator is known to be completely
reliable, a sample size of at least 200 is recommended.
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There were 284 volunteer, undergraduate participants who received course credit in
exchange for their participation. Thus, the sample size was more than sufficient. In the sample,
there was missing performance data for variables that were embedded in the simulation for 45
participants. This was due to the software that recorded the simulation activity not functioning
properly. There also 12 participants who had at least some survey data missing (i.e.
demographics and other variables not embedded in the simulation).
The sample was 54% female. Participants were randomly assigned to one of three
experimental conditions. Ultimately there were 111 participants in the display rule (DR)
condition, 86 in the enhanced DR requirement condition, and 87 in the control condition.
Materials
Training simulation. The simulation, called The Investigator, is a computerized
simulation that was developed to train HR professionals in how to communicate during SH
investigation interviews (Kognito Interactive, 2014). The simulation is a part of a larger course
that was developed for a major hotel resort corporation for their SH training. The course meets
the criteria for 3.75 HR Certification Institute (HRCI) credits. HRCI is a global organization that
provides certifications for HR professionals. The credits earned in this training course can be
applied to the Professional HR (PHR), Senior Professional HR (SPHR) or Global Professional
HR (GPHR) professional certifications (Kognito Interactive, 2014).
The development of this simulation is based on best practices of how to conduct SH
investigations, which were developed from professional experience (Kognito Interactive, 2014).
The proprietary learning model used to develop the simulation, called the Human Interaction
Game Engine™ (Shockley & Albright, 2014), has been shown to successfully train people to
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effectively communicate in emotionally-charged situations, such as dealing with postdeployment stress for military personnel (e.g. post-traumatic stress disorder) (Albright, Goldman,
Shockley, McDevitt, & Akabas, 2011) or suicide (Albright et al., 2014). The Human Interaction
Game Engine™ learning model integrates principles from neuroscience, social learning theory,
emotion regulation, and motivational interviewing (MI) skills (Shockley & Albright, 2014).
Important MI skills that take place during effective interviews include expressing empathy to
demonstrate acceptance and understanding affirming to build rapport (e.g. verbally
communicating appreciation for interviewee’s proactive behaviors such as their effort, their
honesty, etc.) (Levensky, Forcehimes, O’Donohue, & Beitz, 2007), and asking open-ended
questions (Levensky et al., 2007; Miller & Rollnick, 2009, 2012; Miller & Rose, 2009). The
learning model has been used in three Kognito online role-play training simulations which are
listed in the National Registry of Evidenced-based Programs and Practices (NREPP), an online
database designed to inform the public about available mental health interventions that have
empirically demonstrated effectiveness (NREPP, 2014). In the evaluation of one of these
simulations, “Family of Heroes”, Albright and colleagues (Albright et al., 2011) found evidence
that it was effective for training behaviors, such as recognizing symptoms of post-deployment
stress conditions, and learning how to discuss getting help when necessary. Albright et al. (2011)
also found evidence that the simulation affected actual behavior: Results suggested that the
simulation training increased the number of veterans who sought professional help. The learning
model was also evaluated in a meta-analysis involving nearly 12,500 trainees including college
students, faculty and staff and education professionals from middle and high school (Albright et
al., 2014). Due to the nature of its development, this simulation activity has good ecological
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validity and provides exposure to experiences that may actually occur in organizations and
educational institutions.
This type of interactive training is valuable, and it has been recommended as the best
method for developing the interpersonal skills necessary for conducting SH interviews (Perry,
Kulik, & Field, 2009). Furthermore, legislation in California and Connecticut requires that SH
training be interactive. Based on the interpretation of a Connecticut statue addressing SH training
requirements, the role play and interactive components of the simulation used in the present
study, coupled with trainees’ ability to submit questions and receive answers from a qualified
individual, would likely meet legal requirements for SH training in Connecticut and California
(Coyle & Sumida, 2005).
Human emotional responses in simulations. Prior research suggests that participants in
the current study would have an emotional response to the SH investigation (Kognito Interactive,
2014) simulation. First, research suggests that the simulation would be perceived as realistic to
some degree. In one study, simulation users perceived simulations as realistic (Lu, Harter,
Kosito, & Kotturu, 2014). In Lu et al.’s (2014) study, researchers manipulated participants’
interactions with a virtual environment (VE) where participants were being trained how to cut a
cucumber. Participants watched a demonstration of an avatar cutting a cucumber with high or
low visual realism with high visual realism including elements such as imagery very close to the
resolution of a photograph, full color, high polygon count (i.e. not “blocky” with more simple
graphics) and realistic shadowing that is consistent with that which occurs with real movement.
They also compared two different effectors (the tool that participants would have in their hands
as they performed the cutting task), either a WiiMote or a mouse. When the visual realism was
high, participants treated the WiiMote more like a real knife: They took longer to do the task to
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avoid risk (e.g. being cut). Lu and colleagues (2014) concluded that their results aid in explaining
why participants perceive virtual environments as real. In the current study, realism is increased
by having participants speak out loud as if they were having a conversation. Visual realism can
be seen in The Investigator in terms of objects casting a shadow in the simulation (i.e. the plant
containers in the background). However, it does not appear to have the “dynamic shadow
rendering” (Lu et al., 2014, p. 6) that appears in Lu et al.’s study.
Second, research shows that avatar’s or Embodied Conversational Agent’s (ECAs)
emotions in simulations affect user emotions. In their review of how ECA emotions affect users,
Beale and Creed (2009) discussed a study by Gong (2007) that provides evidence that negative
emotions expressed by ECAs affect users’ emotional responses. In Gong’s study, users’
responses to positive and negative emotional expressions of ECAs were compared. In Gong’s
experiment, the two ECAs each read six book reviews. Three of the book reviews contained sad
content, and three contained more positive content. One ECA read the content of all book
reviews in a sad voice and one read the content in a happy voice. The ECA with the happy
expression led to more positive responses than the ECA that expressed sad emotions. Users who
listened to the happy ECA reported more positive impressions of the book reviews, of the ECA,
of their experience, and a greater intent to purchase the books.
Another study found that participants respond to empathy by ECAs: Users reported
higher behavioral intentions to use a computer-based assessment training when ECAs displayed
empathy (Terzis, Moridis, & Economides, 2012). Terzis et al. (2012) had participants go through
a training where an ECA expressed emotions in response to the participants’ emotions. They
found that the empathic display of the ECA had a direct impact on participants including their
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intention to use the computer-based assessment (CBA) training, the perceived playfulness, and
the perceived ease of use, of the training.
In other research showing that an avatar’s emotional states affect those of simulation
users, Que and colleagues’ study (Qu, Brinkman, Ling, Wiggers, & Heynderickx, 2014),
manipulated the emotional expressions of ECAs (they refer to them as virtual humans) and tested
what the effects were on participant emotions during a conversation between the ECA and a
participant. Their major findings supporting the idea that emotions expressed by the ECAs
affected participant emotions were that negative emotions expressed by the ECAs elicited more
negative emotions in participants than positive emotions and that participants felt more positive
and dominant and conversed longer with the ECA when the ECA expressed positive emotions.
Length of conversation is considered a measure of engagement and avoidance where longer
conversations are considered to be engaging whereas shorter conversations are considered to
indicate avoidance on the part of the participant. Avoidance or aversion, has been found to be
associated with negative emotion (Gable, Reis, & Elliot, 2003). Qu and colleagues (2014) also
found that when the ECA expressed negative emotions, participants chose to end the
conversation earlier (indicating avoidance) with ECAs, and felt less satisfied with the
conversation. Manipulating the emotional expressions to be randomly positive or negative
resulted in participants being less satisfied with the conversation (Qu et al., 2014).
In the current study, the ECAs express mostly negative emotions. Based on Qu et al.’s
(2014) study, I expected that participants would feel negative emotions as well. Indeed, even
without the presence of emotionally responsive ECAs, participants have been shown to interact
with computers as if they were interacting with people. A known construct in this body of
research is called the Computers as Social Actors Framework, where studies investigating human
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to human interaction are replicated by replacing one of the humans with a computer. The results
of these two studies are subsequently compared (Ferdig & Mishra, 2004; Reeves & Nass, 1996).
For example, Fogg and Nass (1997) sought to investigate the effects of computer flattery and
praise on humans. They discussed previous research showing that people do respond positively
to flattery from others includes that recipients of flattery feel positive affect (Pandey & Singh,
1987; Pandey & Kakkar, 1982; Swann, Hixon, Stein-Seroussi, & Gilbert, 1990) even when the
flattery is perceived as inaccurate (Byrne, Rasche, & Kelley, 1974). In their experiment, people
were found to be polite to a computer and were responsive when they received positive praise
from it (Fogg & Nass, 1997). In Fogg and Nass’s study, participants engaged in a task with a
computer and received one of three types of feedback: 1. Sincere praise, 2. Insincere praise
(flattery), 3. Generic feedback. Participants reported more positive affect and more positive
evaluations of the computer in both praise conditions than in the generic feedback condition. The
authors interpreted these results as demonstrating that humans interacted with the computers in
the same manner as psychology research states they would have interacted with humans.
Johnson and colleagues (Johnson, Gardner, & Wiles, 2004) replicated and extended
Fogg and Nass’s (1997) study by examining the moderating role of years of computer use
experience on positive effects of flattery. In comparing participants with low (8 years or less) and
high (more than 8 years) experience using computers, the high experience group reacted to the
computers in a manner more consistent with the Computers as Social Actors phenomenon
(Ferdig & Mishra, 2004; Reeves & Nass, 1996) than did participants with low experience. High
experience participants perceived the computers’ flattery as truthful, whereas the low experience
group did not. Furthermore, the high experience group felt more positive emotion in response to
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the flattery and had a more favorable perception of the computer’s performance than participants
in the low experience group. (Johnson et al., 2004).
Participants in the current study are most assuredly experienced computer users and have
at least 8 years of computer experience due to the fact that 8 years ago in 2007, nearly 70% of all
U.S. households had a computer (File, 2013). Participants in the current study also likely had
exposure to computers at school. In 2005-2006, there was approximately 1 computer for every 4
students in U.S. schools (US Census Bureau Public Information Office, 2011). Furthermore, one
study found that in 2005, children had initial exposure to desktop computers at age 4 or 5 (Aun,
2007), implying that current students aged 18-24, who would have been aged 10-16, were
probably using computers by that age.
In the present study, the ECAs do not deliver praise to the participants. However, it
follows that if participants feel positive emotions in reaction to praise, they are may feel negative
emotions in reaction to the ECAs. This is because the ECAs express not only negative emotions
but also express dissatisfaction with what the participant has chosen to “say” in the study. For
example, in the interview with Rebecca, one of her responses that all participants hear in the
beginning of the interview is, “I can’t believe this! First John and now you. I wish somebody in
this company would show me some compassion”.
In another example of a study illustrating Computers as Social Actors, Nass, Fogg, and
Moon (1996) showed that people viewed computers as a team member when told they will be
interacting with the computer. In this context, participants viewed computers more positively
than when they were simply told they would be working alongside a computer (Nass, Fogg, &
Moon, 1996). In this study, Nass and colleagues (1996) sought to replicate Mackie’s (1986)
findings on interdependence. In Mackie’s study, participants in one condition were working in a
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group but were told they could gain rewards based on their own efforts. In the other condition,
group interdependence was emphasized for reward gain. In the interdependence condition,
participants perceived themselves as more similar to team members and conformed more to their
opinions. In Nass et al.’s (1996) study, participants perceived themselves to be similar to the
computer and also conformed to the computer’s information (Nass et al., 1996).
As noted by Ferdig and Mishra (2004), research using the Computers as Social Actors
Framework (Ferdig & Mishra, 2004; Reeves & Nass, 1996) additionally found that participants
are polite to computers (Nass, Moon, & Carney, 1999), perceive computers as having a gender
and personality characteristics such as friendliness and competence (Nass, Moon, & Green,
1997), respond similarly to computers endowed with dominant and submissive personalities in
comparison to how they respond to dominant and submissive people (Moon & Nass, 1996), and
stereotype computers based on accent similar to when interacting with people (Alvarez-Torres,
Mishra, & Zhao, 2001).
Related to the Computers as Social Actors Framework (Ferdig & Mishra, 2004; Reeves
& Nass, 1996), research also suggests that people perceive a synthesized voice coming from a
computer as similar to a human voice. In reviewing research from psycholinguistic and
evolutionary psychology literatures, Nass and Brave (2005) stated that 200,000 years of
evolution and human language development have created a human brain that identifies a voice as
being associated with a person, and reacts accordingly. Supporting this, Nass and
Brave (2005) reviewed experimental research and concluded that, similar to when conversing
with humans, participants respond naturally to synthesized speech from a computer and, similar
to human-to-human interaction, do not suppress their responses to this synthesized speech. In an
experiment reviewed by Nass and Brave (2005) where participants interacted with computers
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that used synthesized voices designed to sound masculine or feminine, participants attributed
masculine characteristics, such as assertiveness, ambition, and dominance, to the “male”
computer and also accepted suggestions more often from the male than from the female
computer in a decision making task (E.-J. Lee, Nass, & Brave, 2000). In this study, female
participants perceived the voice of their own gender as more attractive and trustworthy (E.-J. Lee
et al., 2000). Such social identification processes of similarity-attraction (Blankenship, Hnat,
Hess, & Brown, 1984) have been found in other studies as well. For example, Moon and Nass
(1996) found that dominant participants preferred more dominant computer personalities and
submissive participants preferred more submissive personalities. Nass and Lee (2001)
investigated the effects of having participants interact with a synthesized voice (extraverted or
introverted) that matched their own personality. When there was a personality match between
participant and synthesized voice, participants responded more positively to the voice than when
there was not a match.
Given that ECAs often communicate with voices, in addition to body language and
expression, it is not surprising that ECAs’ emotions and behaviors have been shown to affect
users’ emotions and behaviors. Rosenberg et al. (Rosenberg-Kima, Baylor, Plant, & Doerr, 2008)
demonstrated that a voice accompanied by an ECA was more effective at improving women’s
perceptions about their self-efficacy in engineering as well as impressions and interest in
engineering than a voice alone. In their study, participants who interacted with a voice
accompanied by an ECA reported significantly higher levels of self-efficacy in engineering,
interest in engineering, and positive beliefs regarding the importance of engineering than those in
the voice alone condition.
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Participants have also responded to ECAs’ self-promotion behaviors in a manner similar
to human self-promotion behaviors. For example, self-promoting ECAs were perceived as more
powerful and as having more expertise than ECAs that did not self-promote (Derrick & Ligon,
2014). In Derrick and Ligon’s study, participant reactions to ingratiating, self-promoting, and
control ECAs were compared. The self-promoting agents were perceived as more powerful,
trustworthy, and as having more expertise than the other ECAs. The ingratiating ECAs were
perceived as more attractive than the other ECAs.
Finally, participants were expected to feel emotion during the simulation in the current
study because there is prior research showing that comparable simulations have been used to
train people in a wide variety of skills in which emotion plays an important role. Similar training
simulations have been developed for negotiation skills (Broekens et al., 2012; Core et al., 2006),
communication skills needed by medical students when interacting with patients (Andrade,
Bagri, Zaw, Roos, & Ruiz, 2010; Lok, 2006), telephone survey communication skills to increase
survey non-response rates (Link, Armsby, Hubal, & Guinn, 2006), leadership, interpersonal and
cultural awareness skills in the military (Swartout, 2006), and non-verbal communication in signlanguage training (Hou & Aoki, 2004).
In a between-subjects, control-group design, Broekens et al. (2012) had participants
trained in a virtual reality (VR) environment with ECAs that expressed emotions to improve
negotiation skills. In the control group, participants did not participate in a training before the
negotiation exercise. Unlike controls, participants’ conversational skill and negotiation
knowledge significantly improved in the VR condition. There was also a marginally significant
effect of the training on negotiation outcomes. In Andrade et al.’s (2010) study, medical trainees
practiced delivering news of a new diagnosis of breast cancer to a female avatar. All of the
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trainees’ self-efficacy in delivering such news increased from before to after the training. Lok
(2006) describes the University of Florida’s ongoing efforts to teach communication skills to
medical students with ECAs. Such efforts include improving the facial expressions of the ECA
in order to more effectively communicate the emotional state of the ECA patient to the medical
student trainees. Link et al., (2006) conducted a study to gauge preliminary user acceptance of an
ECA in a virtual training to teach telephone interviewers how to avoid a refusal from someone
they are calling. The first phase of this type of research is often gauging such user response. The
authors found that participants like several elements of the virtual training including being able
to repeat practice of certain types of questions as well as being able to identify the emotion of the
virtual respondent. Swartout (2006) gave a talk at the Proceedings of the Winter Simulation
Conference and described three systems developed by the USC Institute for Creative
Technologies that use simulations to train soldiers in on-the-ground communication skills. AXL
is the name of the system which helps develop leadership skills.
Collectively, the research on simulations and ECAs demonstrates the plausibility that
participants in the current study would feel emotions during the simulation as research evidence
suggests that such simulations are perceived as realistic to some degree and computers,
computers with voices, and ECAs have induced emotional reactions in human users.
Additionally, such simulations have been used to train people in skills where skillful emotional
expression plays a key role.
Procedure
Participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions; the DR condition, the
enhanced DR requirement condition, or the control condition. The study sessions took place in a
computer laboratory setting with approximately 2-5 participants in each session. Each participant
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sat at a computer, was given a consent form to sign, and was offered a copy of this form for their
own records.
Simulation instructional videos. After signing the consent forms, participants put
headphones on and watched an instructional video specific to their condition. The videos were
produced using Office Mix (Office Mix, 2016), a Microsoft PowerPoint plug-in which enables
one to easily create and edit videos from PowerPoint presentation slides. In creating videos with
Office Mix, one can also embed other videos within a presentation. This enabled me to insert
video examples of the simulation within the instructional videos. The link and text for each of
the three videos are in Appendix A. Instructions that were common across all three videos
included an explanation that participants would be conducting two interviews regarding a sexual
harassment claim, and that they would first interview the claimant, and then the alleged harasser.
In the DR condition, participants watched a 10-minute instructional video where they
were shown how the simulation worked and were also introduced to the dynamic neutralempathic DR. They were told that they must maintain neutral empathy throughout the interview
in their body language, facial expression, and tone of voice. The DR and its importance were
emphasized at several points throughout the interview. Participants were also told that their
voices would be recorded, and these recordings would be subsequently evaluated for the
appropriate amount of neutral empathy. They were told that these recordings would be
instrumental in the development of training materials for HR professionals who conduct SH
investigation interviews. Participants were informed that they would have a limited amount of
time to conduct the interview, and the experimenter would let them know when to stop. The
element of time was introduced to increase ecological validity. Specifically, employees in many
organizations often operate with limited time, which can deplete their resources and lead to
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exhaustion (Pluta & Rudawska, 2016). It is likely that HR professionals would be pressed for
time, given the various other responsibilities they have. Participants were advised that, although
there was time pressure, they still needed to adhere to the DR.
In the enhanced DR requirement condition, the instructional video was almost exactly
the same except that in this condition, participants were told that in addition to their voices being
recorded for subsequent evaluation, the experimenter would be listening to them read their
responses out loud and would be giving them feedback during the interview. This video was 10.5
minutes long. Participants in this condition received fabricated, negative from the experimenter
half-way through each interview. This feedback is further described below.
In the control condition, participants watched a 6.5-minute-long video that simply
explained how the simulation worked and had no information about a DR. As they were not
adhering to any DR, participants in this condition were not told that their voices were being
recorded for evaluation and development of HR training materials.
Procedure after instructional videos. After watching their respective instructional
videos, participants kept headphones on to hear the interviewee’s voices without disturbing other
participants. The headphones also helped drown out other participants’ voices who were also
reading their responses out loud. Each interview lasted approximately 13 minutes and was
followed the same series of questions. First, participants completed 33 items from the PANAS-X
(D. Watson & Clark, 1994) that assessed negative affect. This followed by the ERQ (Gross &
John, 2003) and the 9-item Revised Deep Acting and Surface Acting Subscales of the ELS (R.T.
Lee and Brotheridge, 2006 as cited in R. T. Lee, Lovell, & Brotheridge, 2010). The ERQ and
ELS were counterbalanced. Next, participants’ recall was tested with the memory task where
they were given approximately three minutes to type as many details as they could remember

Emotional Labor and Sexual Harassment 57
from the first interview. Finally, for the self-assessed performance measures, they evaluated their
own performance in the interview.
For the enhanced DR requirement condition only, participants were given fabricated,
negative feedback on a feedback form which was handed to them approximately half-way
through each interview. The feedback form had a pre-printed rating scale of 1 to 5 with 5
indicating superior performance and 1 indicating poor performance in expressing neutral
empathy. For the first interview with the claimant, all participants in this condition received a
score of 1 and hand-written notes from the experimenter that communicated reminders of the
instructions they had received in the instructional video regarding expressing neutral empathy. In
the second interview with the alleged harasser, participants also received a score of 1 and
feedback communicated that although the participant had improved slightly, they still had much
room for improvement in following the instructions they had received in the video. The
experimenter notes again reminded the participants of the instructions in the video on
communicating neutral empathy.
After participants in all conditions finished the second interview, participants filled out
questionnaire that included questions about their gender and personal experience with SH using
the Sexual Experiences Questionnaire (SEQ) (Stark, Chernyshenko, Lancaster, Drasgow, &
Fitzgerald, 2002).
Measures
Manipulation check. Two items measured the extent to which participants understood
the instructions in their respective conditions. First, participants were asked to indicate the extent
to which they found the instructions clear on a scale of 1(not clear at all) to 5 (very clear).
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Second, participants were also asked to explain what exactly they did or did not find clear.
Additionally, several items from the ELS were used as additional manipulation checks where
participants were asked whether they were instructed to adhere to a DR. Examples of these items
include, “Showed emotions that I didn’t feel”, “Hid my true feelings”, and “Really tried to feel
the emotions I was instructed to show”. Participants in the DR groups should have a significantly
higher score on these items than participants in the control condition.
Performance. Performance was assessed with seven measures; four objective measures
and three subjective measures. The four objective variables included the memory task and three
continuous feedback measures that were embedded in the simulation. The three subjective
measures were self-assessed evaluations of the three aspects of performance that corresponded to
the simulation feedback measures.
Memory task. After completing each interview, participants were given approximately
three minutes to type as many details as they could recall from the interview. These responses
were then coded to count the number of discrete details that were remembered. This was done to
avoid confounding the number of facts that were remembered with the number of words used to
express them. For example, if a participant wrote, “Rebecca worked in accounting and wanted a
raise,” this would be coded as 8 words. If a participant wrote, “Rebecca was an employee who
worked in the accounting department and wanted a raise,” this would be coded as 14 words.
However, the total number details remembered for both of these participant responses would be
two: 1) Rebecca worked in accounting and 2) wanted a raise.
Coding for this variable was conducted by myself and two research assistants. First,
training was conducted to demonstrate good interrater reliability using a subset of participants’
number of details that were remembered for 8 interviews. Following Hallgren’s (2012) and

Emotional Labor and Sexual Harassment 59
Lander’s (2015) recommendations to calculate an intra-class correlation (ICC) for interrater
reliability, a two-way mixed, consistency average-measures ICC (McGraw & Wong, 1996) on a
subsample was used to assess the reliability across three observers during this training. The
resulting ICC was .91, which is considered excellent (Cicchetti, 1994), and suggests that all three
researchers coded the number of details remembered similarly.
Objective performance measures. The simulation provides three objective measures of
performance that are embedded into simulation: goal completion, investigator technique, and
claimant/respondent (respondent is the simulation term used for the alleged harasser) comfort.
For goal completion, each interview is structured, such that one or two goals are to be achieved
via obtaining key information needed for the investigation. For example, the first goal during the
interview with the claimant is “Understand the issues surrounding her performance review”
(Kognito Interactive, 2009). Participants work toward completing each goal with effective
questioning demonstrated by the questions they choose to direct toward the interviewee.
Objective performance feedback is provided by the simulation regarding each participant's
progress toward successfully completing each goal. Participants see the message “goal
accomplished” or “goal failed” on the screen depending on how effectively they are conducting
the interview. For example, when the participants’ questioning directed at the interviewee results
in obtaining key information, participants see the “goal accomplished” message and move on to
the next goal. If a participant’s question is ineffective, then the “goal failed” message appears
and the participant is directed to choose another question. Thus, goal completion is on a 3-point
scale. To capture these data, participants’ screen activity was recorded with Microsoft
PowerPoint’s Office Mix (Office Mix, 2016) software plug-in. Participants’ recorded interviews
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were subsequently played back and the number of goals failed or accomplished during each
interview was counted.
The simulation’s investigator technique measure also indicates the effectiveness of a
participant’s interviewing skills (Kognito Interactive, 2009), yet it does so in a more fine-grained
manner than goal completion. With each question that the participant chooses, the effectiveness
of the question is indicated by continuous visual feedback based on the movement of a needle in
a dial in the lower left-hand corner. Movement of the needle to the left indicates a decrease in
interviewing technique and movement to the right indicating an increase in effectiveness. This
dial was not visible to participants during the simulation. As previously mentioned, each
participant’s screen activity was recorded with Office Mix. While playing each participant’s
video back, the length of the semicircle arc that the needle moved on the dial for each response
moved was recorded. The five-point scale for this measure was developed as follows. The full
length of the arc of each semicircle on the dials was 24 millimeters (mm) and was divided into 3
equal intervals by the simulation. To detect more fine movement, I further divided the arc into 6
equal intervals. A score of 5 indicated that the dial moved to the right an arc distance of more
than 2 mm. A score of 4 indicated that the dial moved to the right at an arc distance of 1 mm. A
score of 3 indicated no movement. A score of 2 indicated that the needle on the dial moved to the
left an arc distance of less than 1 mm. Finally, a score of 1 indicated that the dial moved to the
left an arc distance of more than 2 mm.
The claimant/respondent comfort measure provided by the simulation indicates the
comfort level of the claimant or alleged harasser (i.e. the emotionally responsive embodied
conversational agent or avatar) and is like that of the investigator technique in that continuous
feedback is indicated by a dial in the lower right-hand corner. Although the claimant/respondent
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comfort measure is largely related to investigator technique, the dials for each of these indicators
do not always move in unison. For example, effective questioning may not always make the
interviewee feel more comfortable. Similarly, if the participant chooses a response that increases
interview comfort, this will not necessarily obtain key information about the investigation. Also,
similar to the Goal and investigator technique measures, the position of the dials was not visible
to the participant during the simulation. The dial movements were calibrated and coded using the
same 24 mm scale as the investigator technique measure and were also recorded using the same
five-point scale.
Self-evaluation of performance. Participants rate their own performance in three areas:
1) perception of their skill as interviewers, i.e. “To what extent do you think you used effective
interviewing technique as an HR investigator with Rebecca/John? 2) perception of their ability to
make the interviewee feel comfortable, i.e. “To what extent do you think you succeeded at
making Rebecca/John feel comfortable?” and 3) perception of whether or not they showed the
appropriate amount of empathy during each interview, i.e. “To what extent do you think you
showed the appropriate amount of empathy during the interview with Joh Rebecca/John?” All
self-rated performance questions used the rating scale “1-To little or no extent” to “5-To a very
large extent”. All three of these items were developed for the present study. The first two items
corresponded directly to the investigator technique and Claimant/ Respondent Comfort objective
performance measures provided by the simulation. The third item was developed as a
manipulation check item for testing the effects of the DR.
Mediating variable measures. Reliabilities for all measures were assessed each time
they were administered, which was generally after each interview. The two measures that
assessed emotion regulation are the 9 item version of the ELS (R. T. Lee & Brotheridge, 2006)
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and the ERQ (Gross & John, 2003). The ELS (Appendix C) has three subscales. Two comprise
surface acting (hiding and faking emotions), and the third is deep acting. Sample items include,
“hid my true feelings” (hiding), “pretended to have emotions that I didn’t really have” (faking),
and “tried to actually feel the emotions I was instructed to show” (deep acting). In prior research,
the internal consistency as measured by Cronbach’s alphas for each scale was .87 for deep
acting, .77 for faking and .71 for surface acting (R. T. Lee et al., 2010). In the current study,
ELS alpha coefficients for the first and second interviews were .75 and .85, respectively.
Descriptive statistics and alpha coefficients for the three ELS subscales are in Table 1.
I used Gross and John’s (2003) ERQ, in in addition to the ELS to measure emotion
regulation. The ERQ has two subscales, one for suppression and one for reappraisal. Sample
items from the ERQ include, “I controlled my emotions by changing the way I thought about the
situation” from the reappraisal scale, and “when I was feeling negative emotions, I made sure not
to express them” from the suppression scale. All ERQ items and their respective subscales are
located in Appendix D. The internal consistency as indicated by Cronbach alphas for these scales
has previously been reported as .82 and .76, for reappraisal and suppression, respectively (Gross
& John, 2003). The alpha coefficients for the entire ERQ scale for the first and second interview
in the present study were .83 and .85, respectively. Descriptive statistics and reliabilities for the
ERQ subscales are in Table 2.
The PANAS (D. Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) is used to measure negative affect and
fatigue. Fatigue items include sleepy, tired, sluggish and drowsy. A subset of these items also
forms the Negative Affectivity Short Form (NASF) (Thompson, 2007). The 33 negative affect
items and the 7 PANAS subscales are located in Appendix B. The PANAS was administered
before the first interview, as well as after the first and second interviews. A confirmatory factor
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analysis (CFA) was conducted to evaluate the structure of the PANAS scale. Model fit was
evaluated using Hu and Bentler’s (1999) criteria. The best fitting model was a five-factor
solution for the three administrations of the PANAS: (fatigue, fear, guilt, shyness, sadness). The
goodness of fit indexes for each PANAS administration can be seen in Table 3 and the five
subscales and their respective items can be seen in Table 4.
The alpha coefficient for the entire PANAS scales before the first interview, and after the
first and second interviews were .97, .94, and .96, respectively. Alpha coefficients for the
original 10-item negative affectivity scale (the first of the original seven PANAS subscales) were
.90, .91, and .89. For the fatigue scale, the alpha coefficients for these three time points were .90,
.91, and .93. Given that most of these alpha coefficients were above the recommended value of
.90 and indicate redundancy (Streiner, 2003), the entire 33-item PANAS scale and 10-item
PANAS scales were not used. For the shyness scale before the interview, the alpha coefficient
was negative due to a negative average covariance among the items. After the first interview,
reliability analyses revealed that three items had 0 variance: timid, bashful and ashamed.
Removing these three items from the scale left only two variables, shy and embarrassed, which
had an alpha coefficient of .75. Per the recommendations of Eisinga and colleagues (Eisinga, te
Grotenhuis, & Pelzer, 2013) on evaluating reliability for two-time scales, I also calculated the
Spearman-Brown coefficient. Like shyness measured before the first interview, this result also
had a negative covariance. These analyses yielded the same results for shyness at time 3. Given
that the coding was correct for all items and reliability analyses indicated that reliability
assumptions were violated, the shyness scale was not used. As the predictions in the current
study centered around negative affectivity, the NASF was used to test Hypotheses 2a and 2b
examining group differences in negative emotions. The sample was also larger for this scale (N =
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275) than for other scales (e.g. sadness N = 256). Means and reliabilities for the PANAS
subscales that were used are in Table 5.
Control variables. Random assignment of participants to conditions used in the current
study should offset the possibility that group differences in study outcomes are due to chance or
participant characteristics. Here I follow Bernerth and Aguini’s (2016) recommendation that
researchers discuss inclusion and consideration of control and potential control variables. My
rationale for inclusion and exclusion of certain control variables is as follows.
Sexual harassment (SH) experience and gender are control variables which were included
in and are focal to research questions in the current study. As previously discussed in the
literature review, participants’ own experiences with SH may impact their reaction to and
performance in the simulation in the current study. As research evidence shows SH experience
may be associated with negative outcomes such as with poor mental and physical health and
post-traumatic stress disorder (Willness et al., 2007), persons with such negative SH experiences
may react differently to the SH content of the simulation used in the current study as compared
to participants with less severe or no experience with SH. Furthermore, although some previous
research suggests that women perceive a broader set of behaviors as constituting SH (Rotundo et
al., 2001), other research has shown that certain types of SH may be more upsetting to men than
women (Settles et al., 2011). Given this prior evidence of the potential negative emotional
impact of SH experience and possible gender differences in perception and reactions to SH,
gender and SH experiences were included as control variables in hypotheses and explored in
research questions. An adapted version of the Sexual Experiences Questionnaire (SEQ) (Stark et
al., 2002) was used to assess participants’ experience with sexual harassment. I modified the
instructions to include instances of SH via the internet and social media. This measure and the
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modified instructions are in Appendix E. The alpha coefficient for this scale in the present study
was .87.
Other variables I considered as control variables were ethnicity, country of origin,
amount of time living in the US, English language fluency, work experience in the United States
(U.S.), and age. A relationship between cultural context and EL processes has been empirically
established (Allen, Diefendorff, & Ma, 2014; Grandey, Fisk, & Steiner, 2005). For example,
Allen et al. (2014) found that DRs were more strongly correlated to surface acting, and surface
acting was more strongly correlated to burnout among employees in the U.S. than those in China.
Cultural values, in turn, have been shown to be predicted by ethnicity (Gaines et al., 1997).
Cultural values also change with the amount of time that one spends in a foreign culture
(Ortmeyer & Quinn, 2015; Taras, Rowney, & Steel, 2013). Furthermore, researchers believe that
cultural values can inform reactions to sexual harassment (Sigal & Jacobsen, 1999).
These phenomenon are relevant to my study, as the participant sample is comprised of
Baruch College undergraduate students, of whom 40% were Asian, and 55% were born outside
of the US in 2015 (Baruch College, 2015). Given the diversity of Baruch College, both in terms
of national origin and ethnicity, the previously mentioned connection of cultural values and
ethnicity, and the established relationship between cultural context and EL processes, I
considered including the control variables participant ethnicity, birthplace, and length of time
living in the US (for those not born in the US). However, although some research shows that
ethnicity can predict cultural values (Gaines et al., 1997), Spector and Brannick (2011) advised
that variables such as ethnicity should not be used as proxies for actual variables of interest,
which in this case are cultural context and cultural values. The influence of cultural values on EL
was not a focal construct in the present study. As such, neither cultural values nor cultural
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context were measured explicitly and the variables ethnicity, birthplace, and length of time living
in the U.S. were not included in analyses in the present study.
I also considered including the length of time working in the U.S., as participants who
have worked in the U.S. for a longer period may have had more experience with workplace SH
in a U.S. context, i.e. the content of the training simulation used in the current study. Similar to
the previously discussed potential control variables, length of time working in the U.S. would
also be a proxy variable for SH experience and its use in this manner is not recommended
(Spector & Brannick, 2011). The SH measure used in the present already study assesses personal
SH experience and includes some items that address workplace SH. Therefore, length of time
working in the U.S. was not.
Given that over half of the Baruch undergraduate students are born outside of the US,
there are certainly varying degrees of English language fluency. I did not exclude participants
based on national origin or English language speaking ability. To control for possible effects of
English language fluency in my study (i.e. ability to understand directions), I considered
including a measure of participants’ perceptions of their own English language fluency.
However, the accuracy of self-reports of English language fluency is questionable given that they
are considered to over or under-estimate language ability when compared to other measures such
as direct observation (Ayers, 2010). Given these concerns, self-reported English language
fluency was not included in analyses in the current study.
Participants’ work experience in HR or a related field was considered for inclusion as a
control variable, as this could affect their performance in the simulation. For example, those who
have worked in HR may already be familiar with SH investigations. In this case, they may
conduct the simulated interview differently. For example, they may have more effective
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interviewing technique than participants without experience in HR. However, only 17 out of 204
participants who answered this question stated that they had work experience in HR or a related
field. Accordingly, this variable was also excluded from analyses.
Participant age was considered due to the fact that, across industries, the number of SH
claims is higher for women ages 25 to 34 than for women 24 and younger (Hersch, 2011).
Therefore, women who are older and have more work experience may have had more exposure
to or personal experience with SH. However, the average age of the participants was 22, and
only 17% of the women in the current study were over age 24. Therefore, work experience and
age were not included as control variables in the analyses.
Analytical Strategy
As previously mentioned, SH experience and gender were included as control variables.
To test hypotheses examining group differences between the conditions for emotion regulation
(hypotheses 1a and 1b), and negative affect (hypotheses 2a and 2b), and performance
(hypotheses 3a and 3b), I used Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM, also known as multilevel
modeling or MLM) (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002), which analyzes multilevel data and enables the
use of all available data and does not require pair or list-wise deletion. I also used repeated
measures ANOVA, and t-tests.
The HLM data structure that I analyzed consisted of the mediating and performance
measures (level-1) being nested within persons (level-2). For each dependent variable, an
unconstrained (null) model was first tested to establish the variables’ variance distribution as
significant from 0. Baseline level 1 (σ2) and level 2 (τ) variance components from models that
included interview time and significant control variables as predictors (typically Model 3) were
used to calculate the intra-class correlations for all other models. I also conducted chi-square
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tests to determine whether the deviance was significantly different from the prior model. As I am
comparing two groups for Hypotheses 1-3, I combine HLM analyses with t-test to test these
hypotheses.
After conducting HLM analyses to establish significant relationships among the
predictor, mediating, and dependent variables, I used Haye’s (2016) PROCESS macro (Model
4) for SPSS to test mediation with multiple mediators (Hypotheses 4 and 5) and moderated
mediation (Research Questions 1 and 2) (see Figure 1). I first tested mediation for the model in
Figure 1 for each of the two interviews in the simulation using Haye’s PROCES macro (Model
4) with bias-corrected bootstrapping (5,000 re-samples). Next, to examine the research
questions, I used Haye’s PROCESS macro, (Model 7), also with bias-corrected bootstrapping
(5,000 re-samples) to test a first stage moderated mediation model. I then used Haye’s (2016)
partial index of moderated mediation to test for moderation of the indirect effect while holding a
second moderator (SH experience) constant. This test builds upon Haye’s (2015) approach which
can compare multiple, indirect effects and evaluate models that include multiple, parallel
mediators. Thus, this index is appropriate to evaluate the model in the current study and compare
the relative strength of the two indirect effects. If the confidence interval for Haye’s (2016) index
of partial moderated mediation does not contain zero, then this would indicate that the indirect
effect of DR condition on performance through emotion regulation (or negative affect) would
depend on the moderator (either SH experience or gender controlling for SH experience).
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Chapter 4: Results
Manipulation check.
I used several manipulation checks. First, I wanted to ensure that participants understood
the instructions in their respective conditions. This was established with two measures: I used a
manipulation check like that of Trougakos et. al.’s (2011) study which compared the effects of
different types of display rules and used a similar training methodology to expose participants to
different display rules. They administered a measure that gauged the extent to which participants
understood the display rules. A research assistant then examined these responses who then
clarified the information as necessary. In my study, participants were asked by experimenters if
they had any questions about the simulation immediately following the simulation training video
where they received directions for the display rule (DR), enhanced display rule requirement
(enhanced DR requirement), or control conditions. Additionally, participants answered a survey
question on the computer regarding the extent to which they found the simulation instructions
clear on a five-point scale. Means showed that each group exhibited a high level of
understanding and a one-way analysis of variance ANOVA showed that there was no significant
difference between the display rule (M = 4.19, SD =.85), enhanced display rule (M = 4.07, SD =
.97) and control conditions (M = 4.26, SD = .89) in the extent to which the instructions were
clear: F (2, 263) = .90, p = .41. These results suggest that all participants understood what they
were to do during the simulation regardless of what instructions they had received.
Second, after participants were also asked to indicate the extent to which they found the
instructions clear, they were also asked to explain what exactly they did or did not find clear.
Only participants in the DR and enhanced DR requirement conditions wrote responses related to
emotional expression instructions such as “It is clear that I should not show too much emotions,
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and be fair towards Rebecca and John”, “The explanation of trying to remain neutral throughout
the [extent] of the interview was clear” and “It seemed like I was supposed to be neutrally
emotional and empathic at the same time”. Participants from the control conditions wrote
responses such as “I would say watching the video was really helpful before continuing with the
exercise” and “The video gives very clear instructions.” These comments provide additional
evidence that participants understood the instructions in their respective conditions.
A third manipulation check involved using items from the Emotional Labor Scale (ELS)
hiding and faking subscales. If participants were regulating emotions as instructed in their
condition, responses to these items that should be consistent with emotion regulation. Examples
of these items include, “Showed emotions that I didn’t feel” (faking), and “Hid my true feelings”
(hiding) (ELS subscales and items are in Appendix C). Participants in the DR groups should
have a significantly higher score on these scales than participants in the control condition.
T-tests revealed that participants in the DR conditions showed significantly higher levels
of hiding (M = 3.12, SD = .82) than participants in the control condition (M = 2.87, SD = .91)
t(273) = -2.22, p= .03. Results for time 2 followed the same pattern. Participants in the DR
conditions showed higher levels of surface acting (M = 3.08, SD = .86) than participants in the
control group (M = 2.88, SD = .99). This result approached marginal significance t(271) = -1.64,
p= .10.
One-way ANOVA analyses showed a significant group difference at time 1 for hiding: F
(2, 272) = 4.42, p = .01. Planned contrast analyses revealed a significant difference in surface
acting when comparing the DR (M = 3.01, SD = .78) and enhanced DR requirement conditions
(M = 3.25, SD = .85) to the control group (M = 2.87 , SD = .91): F (1, 263) = 5.50, p = .02.
This pattern of means is consistent with the expectation that participants in the enhanced DR
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requirement would show the highest levels of surface acting. One-way ANOVA analyses for
surface acting at time 2 showed a similar pattern to time 1 and were significant F (2, 272) = 4.42,
p = .01. Planned contrast analyses revealed a marginally significant difference in surface acting
comparing the DR (M = 2.91, SD = .87) and enhanced DR requirement conditions (M = 3.25\8,
SD = .81) to the control group (M = 2.88 , SD = .99): F (1, 270) = 3.31, p = .07. This pattern of
means is consistent with the expectation that participants in the enhanced DR requirement would
show the highest levels of surface acting.
For the faking scale, although t-tests did not reveal a significant difference at time 1
between the DR conditions (M = 2.54, SD = .76) and the control group (M = 2.39, SD = .83)
t(273) = -1.57, p= .12, the means were in the predicted direction. At time 2, a t-test revealed that
participants in the DR condition (M = 2.66, SD = .84) showed higher levels of faking than
participants the control group (M = 2.39, SD = .83) t(271) = -2.54, p= .02. One-way ANOVA
did not show significant group differences for faking at time 1, although the means were in the
predicted directions for the DR (M = 2.49, SD = .76) and enhanced DR requirement conditions
(M = 2.61, SD = .75) in comparison to the control group (M = 2.39, SD = .83): F (2, 272) =
1.77, p = .17. At time 2, a one-way ANOVA showed significant group differences for surface
acting F (2, 270) = 3.37, p = .04 with the enhanced DR requirement condition showing higher
levels of faking (M = 2.70, SD = .85) than both the DR condition (M = 2.63, SD = .83) and the
control condition (M = 2.39, SD = .82). Planned contrasts were significant comparing the two
DR conditions to the control condition F (1, 70) = 6.56, p = .01. Similar to the hiding scale, the
results for the faking scale are consistent with expectation that participants in the enhanced DR
requirement would show the higher levels of faking than participants in the DR condition.
Together, these t-tests, ANOVA analyses, and the participants’ responses regarding their
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understanding of the display rule instructions for the simulation, indicate that participants both
understood and reacted appropriately to instructions in their respective conditions.
Tests of Hypotheses
Effects of display rule condition on emotion regulation. The means, standard
deviations and correlations of study variables for the first interview (time 1) and second
interview (time 2) are in Tables 6 and 7, respectively. I used HLM analyses to test hypotheses
examining group differences among the conditions for emotion regulation (hypotheses 1a and
1b), negative affect (hypotheses 2a and 2b), and performance (hypotheses 3a and 3b). The data
structure that I analyzed consisted of the mediating and performance variables (level-1) nested
within persons (level-2). For each mediating and dependent variable, an unconstrained (null)
model was first tested. Interview time and SH experience were included as control variables in
the baseline models. Gender was not included in the baseline models for two reasons. First, the
coefficient for participant gender was tested as a control variable but was never found to be
significant in any HLM analyses. Second, gender was highly significantly correlated with SH
experience (see Table 6), which was included in the baseline models.
Hypothesis 1: The DR condition is related to emotion regulation, such that: (Hypothesis
1a) participants in both DR conditions show more emotion regulation than participants in
the control condition, and (Hypothesis 1b) participants in the enhanced DR requirement
condition show more emotion regulation than those in the DR condition
Hypothesis 1 examined the impact of condition on emotional labor (EL) and emotion
regulation (ER). The Chi-square test for the HLM null model for EL as an outcome variable was
significant, indicating significant variation in EL among participants: χ2 (275) = 1122.88, p <
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.001. As previously mentioned, SH experience and interview time were included as control
variables in HLM analyses. When controlling for interview time and SH experience, the
coefficient relating the enhanced DR requirement to the control condition was significant (b =
.20, p < .05) while the coefficient for the DR condition was not significant (b = -.02, p = .70) (see
Table 8, Model 4). These results indicate that participants in the enhanced DR condition showed
more emotional labor than participants in the control condition, but participants in the DR
condition did not. Follow up t-tests also showed that participants in the enhanced DR
requirement and DR conditions showed higher levels of EL than those in the control group at
time 1 (after the first interview): t(273) = -2.39, p= .02, and at time 2 (after the second
interview): t(271)=-2.63, p < .01 (see Table 9 for means). Thus, Hypothesis 1a was partially
supported.
In testing Hypothesis 1b, that participants in the enhanced DR requirement condition
would show higher levels of EL than participants in the DR condition, HLM analyses showed
that the coefficient comparing these two conditions was not significant (b = .06, p < .01) (see
Table 8, Model 5). A follow up t-test showed that there was not a significant difference between
the enhanced DR requirement and DR conditions at time 1: t(186) = -.82, p = .41, but there was a
significant difference at time 2: t(185) = -2.04, p = .04. Means were in the predicted direction for
time 1 (see Table 9). This significant result at time 2 is consistent with the idea that some effects
of emotional labor accumulate over time. A repeated measures ANOVA showed no interaction
between condition and time. Yet the pattern is what would have been predicted, with the highest
ELS means shown for the enhanced DR requirement group, intermediate means for the DR
group, and the lowest means for the control group. Due to the HLM analyses and non-significant
result at time 1, Hypothesis 1b was partially supported.
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Hypothesis 1 was also tested with the emotion regulation (ER) measure, and these results
are shown in Table 10. For the ER measure of EL, the Chi-square test for the null model was
significant, indicating significant variation in ER among participants: χ2(264) = 1233.78, p <
.001. Models 4 and 5 in Table 10 show that condition was not significantly related to ER (see
means in Table 11). The means were, albeit barely, in the predicted direction for Time 1, but not
for time 2. Profile plots in a non-significant repeated measures ANOVA show a similar pattern to
that of EL at time 1, but not at time 2 (see Figure 2), where participants in the DR condition
showed higher amounts of ER than participants in the enhanced DR requirement condition.
Like the ELS measure findings, in the ANOVA analyses there was not a significant
interaction for ER between condition and time, Wilks Lambda = .98, F(2, 271) = 2.14, p = .12,
partial eta squared = .02. A main effect for time was marginally significant, Wilks Lambda = .99,
F(1, 271) = 3.29, p = .07, partial eta squared = .01. The main effect for comparing the three
conditions was not significant, F (2, 271) = .29, p = .75, partial eta squared = .002.
Therefore, Hypotheses 1a and 1b were partially supported when using the ELS measure,
were not supported when using the ER measure, to measure emotion regulation. Given this
result, from this point forward, when the term emotional labor (EL) is used, it is measured by the
ELS scale unless otherwise noted.
Hypothesis 2: The DR condition is related to overall negative affect, such that:
(Hypothesis 2a) participants in both DR conditions show more negative affect than
participants in the control condition, and (Hypothesis 2b) participants in the enhanced DR
requirement condition show more negative affect than those in the DR condition.
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Table 12 contains HLM models that tested negative affect as an outcome variable. The
Chi-square test for the HLM null model for negative affect as measured by the 5-item Negative
Affectivity Short Form (NASF) was significant: χ2 (265) = 1497.65, p < .001. The coefficient for
the enhanced DR was not significant (b= .04, p = .46), nor was the coefficient for the DR
condition (b = .06, p = .26 ) (see Model 4 in Table 12, means in Table 13). Follow up t-tests
showed that participants in the DR conditions showed significantly more negative affect after the
first interview (M = 1.65, SD = .70) than participants in the control group (M = 1.45, SD = .47)
t(201.62) = -2.56, p = .01 (equal variances not assumed) at time 1. At time 2, non-significant
results were in the predicted direction comparing participants in the DR conditions (M = 1.47,
SD = .62) to participants in the control group (M = 1.36, SD = .57) t(272) = -2.56, p = .16. Thus,
Hypothesis 2a was partially supported.
Model 5 in Table 12 shows that the coefficient for comparing the enhanced DR
requirement condition to the DR condition was not significant, (b = -.01, p = .83). Follow up ttests did not reveal significant differences between the enhanced DR requirement and DR
conditions at time 1 t(186) = -0.11, p = .91, or at time 2 t(185) = 0.60, p = .55, with means being
very close to equal at time 1, and in the opposite direction than predicted at time 2 (see means in
Table 13). Thus, Hypothesis 2b, which predicted that participants in the enhanced DR
requirement condition would experience more negative affect than participants in the DR
condition, was not supported. In the repeated measures ANOVA analyses, there was no
significant interaction for negative affect and time, F(2, 271) = 1.58, p= .21, η2 = .01 (see Figure
3). Although differences were not significant, the means followed the predicted pattern at time 1,
with participants in the enhanced DR requirement condition showing the highest level of
negative affect.

Emotional Labor and Sexual Harassment 76
Hypothesis 3: The display rule condition is related to performance (i.e., as measured by
the amount of information recalled in the memory task, objective simulation
performance, and self-assessed performance), such that: (Hypothesis 3a) participants in
both DR conditions have significantly worse performance than participants in the control
condition, and (Hypothesis 3b) participants in the enhanced DR requirement condition
have significantly worse performance than those in the DR condition.
I first performed a one-way, repeated measures multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) to investigate group differences in performance. Preliminary analyses were
conducted to check for normality, linearity, and outliers (univariate and multivariate). There
were no serious violations of these assumptions. Seven dependent variables were included in the
analysis: three objective performance variables embedded into the simulation, three variables
where participants assess their own performance during the interviews, and one memory task
variable. The independent variable was condition.
I predicted that participants in the DR and enhanced DR requirement conditions would
perform more poorly than participants in the control group. The repeated measures MANOVA
results revealed no significant difference between the experimental conditions for the seven
performance variables F(14, 428) = 1.38, p = .16, Wilk’s λ = .82, partial eta squared = .04. When
considering the results for the dependent variables separately, there was a significant interview
time by condition interaction, for self-assessed appropriate empathy F(2, 220) = 7.57 , p < .01,
partial η2 = .06, and self-assessed investigator technique F(2, 220) = 3.28 , p < .05, partial η2 =
.03. The profile plots are in Figures 4 and 5. While the patterns reflect predictions for the
enhanced DR requirement conditions, self-rated performance was better for these measures at
time 2 for both the enhanced DR requirement condition and the DR condition. Also unexpected
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was that participants in the DR condition rated their performance higher than both of the other
conditions at time 2.
I conducted HLM analyses with each of the performance variables as a level-1 outcome
variable and condition as a level-2 predictor. These analyses were conducted to test for potential
mediators and moderators. These were subsequently tested in conditional process analyses for
Hypotheses 4 and 5 and Research Questions 1 and 2 (see Figure 1).
Memory task. The memory task data is count data. Accordingly, a Poisson model was
estimated when examining the relationship between DR and memory task performance.
Hypothesis 3a predicted that participants in the DR conditions would perform more poorly than
participants in the control condition. When controlling for interview and SH experience, the
HLM results in Table 14, Model 4, show that the coefficient for the enhanced DR condition was
negative and significant (b = -.09, p < .05), while the coefficient for the DR condition was
positive and significant (b = .09, p < .05). This latter result is opposite of what was predicted.
Follow up t-tests showed that there were no significant differences between the DR conditions
and the control group at time or at time 2 (see Tables 15 and 16). Therefore, Hypothesis 3a was
partially supported.
Model 5 in Table 14 shows that when controlling for SH experience and interview time,
the coefficient comparing the enhanced DR requirement condition to the DR condition was
negative and significant indicating poor memory performance was more strongly associated with
the enhanced DR condition over the DR condition. Follow up t-tests showed that there was a
significant difference between the enhanced DR requirement and DR and conditions at time 1
(one-tailed), but not at time 2 (see Tables 17 and 18), where participants in the EDR condition
remembered fewer details than participants in the DR condition. As the means were in the
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predicted direction but only significantly different at time 1, Hypothesis 3b was partially
supported.
SH experience was positively and significantly related to performance on the memory
task in all models, suggesting that participants with more SH experience were more engaged
during the study. Interview time was again highly significant and negative across models in
Table 14, suggesting that, consistent with theoretical ideas, memory performance decreased as
time progressed.
Objective performance variables. HLM models for the two objective performance
variables embedded in the simulation, objective claimant/respondent comfort and objective
interviewing technique, are in Tables 19 and 20, respectively. For objective claimant/respondent
comfort, there were no significant relationships based on the HLM analyses comparing each of
the DR conditions to the control group or for comparing the enhanced DR condition to the DR
condition (see Table 19, Models 4 and 5). Results for all t-tests were also not significant,
although the time 1 results were in the predicted direction when comparing both DR conditions
to control condition at time 1 (see Table 17). Non-significant t-test results were also in the
predicted direction at Time 1 and when comparing the enhanced DR condition to the DR
condition, however, these differences were extremely small (see Table 17).
For the objective measure of investigator technique, the coefficient comparing the
enhanced DR condition to the control condition was not significant but the coefficient comparing
the DR to the control condition was positive and marginally significant (see Table 20, Model 4),
which was the opposite direction from what was predicted. T-tests did not show significant
differences at time 1 or time 2 (see Tables 15 and 16) for these measures. Thus, Hypotheses 3a
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and 3b were not supported when examining the two objective performance variables that were
embedded in the simulation.
Self-Assessed performance variables. Tables 21, 22 and 23 show the HLM Models for
the self-assessed performance variables. Results in Model 4 of these three tables showed that the
coefficients comparing the enhanced DR and DR to the control condition were negative for the
enhanced DR conditions, and significant and positive for the DR conditions for all three selfassessed performance variables (ability to express the appropriate amount of empathy, make the
interviewee feel comfortable, and effectively conduct the interview). This indicates that
comparisons of self-ratings show that participants in the enhanced DR conditions rated their own
performance lower than that of participants in the control conditions, (see Model 4 in Tables 2123), while participants in the DR condition rated their performance as better than that of
participants in the control conditions (see Model 5 in Tables 21-23). T-tests in Tables 15 and 16
showed that there was only a significant difference between the two DR conditions combined
and the control condition for self-assessed investigator technique at time 1. Thus, Hypothesis 3a
was partially supported when examining the self-assessed measures of performance.
For Hypothesis 3b, Model 5 in Tables 21-23 shows that the coefficients comparing the
enhanced DR to the DR condition were negative and significant for all three self-assessed
performance variables, indicating that participants in the enhanced DR conditions perceived their
performance more negatively than participants in the control condition (see Model 4 in Tables
21-23). T-tests from Tables 17 and 18 reported significant differences in the predicted direction
for all self-assessed performance variables, with participants in the enhanced DR condition rating
their performance lower than the self-assessed performance of the participants in the DR
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condition. These HLM and t-test analyses results supported Hypothesis 3b when examining the
self-assessed performance variables.
The coefficient for interview time was highly significant and positive across all three
performance variables. This suggests that participants perceived that their performance improved
with time.
In sum, the results for Hypotheses 1-3 are as follows. Hypothesis 1a, predicting that
participants in the display rule conditions would show more emotional labor than participants in
the control condition was partially supported when based on the ELS to measure emotion
regulation. HLM analyses showed that participants in the enhanced DR requirement reported
more emotional labor than participants in the control condition, but there was not a statistically
significant difference between results from the DR condition and the control condition. However,
t-tests showed significant differences when comparing both DR conditions to the control
condition. Hypothesis 1b predicting that participants in the enhanced DR requirement condition
would show more emotion regulation than participants in the DR condition was partially
supported, based on t-tests showing a significant difference between the two groups, but only
after the second interview. Hypotheses 1a and 1b were not supported when using the ER scale to
measure emotion regulation.
Hypothesis 2a, predicting that participants in the display rule conditions would show
more negative affect than participants in the control condition, was partially supported. While
HLM analyses did not show a significant coefficient for either the enhanced DR condition or DR
condition in comparison to the control condition, t-tests showed that the two DR conditions
combined showed significantly more negative affect at time 1. Hypothesis 2b, predicting that
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participants in the enhanced DR requirement condition would show more negative affect than
participants in the DR condition, was not supported with HLM or t-tests.
Finally, Hypotheses 3a and 3b were partially supported for the performance variables.
For the memory task, HLM analyses revealed that participants in the enhanced DR condition did
remember fewer words in the control condition, yet participants in the DR condition remembered
more words than participants in the control conditions (partial support for Hypothesis 1a). HLM
analyses also showed that, as predicted, participants in the enhanced DR condition remembered
fewer words than in the DR condition. T-tests supported this result at time 1 (partial support for
Hypothesis 3b). YOU ARE HERE
However, based on the other objective performance variables, Hypotheses 3a and 3b
were not supported. HLM analyses did not show that the coefficient for the DR condition for
objective investigator technique was significant. T-tests also revealed no significant differences.
Finally, based on participants’ ratings of their own performance, results followed a
somewhat similar pattern as the memory task, where HLM analyses showed that participants in
the enhanced DR rated their performance as poorer than that of participants in the control
condition, and participants in the DR condition rated their performance as better than that of
participants in the control condition, partially supporting 3a. Supporting Hypothesis 3b, HLM
analyses and t-tests showed that participants in the enhanced DR condition rated their
performance more poorly than participants in the DR condition.
Mediation analyses. Mediators of the relationships depicted in the model in Figure 1
were tested. The results for tests of Hypotheses 1-3 provided some preliminary evidence that
emotion regulation, when operationalized by the emotional labor scale (ELS), and negative affect
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each mediate the relationship between DR condition and performance. I used Hayes’s (2016)
Process macro (Model 4) to test the indirect path from condition to performance through these
mediators to test Hypothesis 4, that emotion regulation mediates the indirect effect between the
DR condition and performance, and Hypothesis 5, that negative affect mediates the indirect
effect between DR condition and performance.
As the independent variable in my study has three categories corresponding to the three
experimental conditions, I used Hayes and Preacher’s (Hayes, 2013; 2014) approach to estimate
indirect and direct effects in one of two ways. When testing the independent variable as
dichotomous, I used a dummy-coded variable for one DR condition (either DR or EDR), and
used the dummy code for the other DR as a control variable. When testing the independent
variable as a multi-categorical independent variable, I used indicator coding. Bootstrapping
procedures were used to test the significance of indirect effects where unstandardized indirect
effects were computed for each of 5,000 bootstrapped samples. The confidence intervals for the
bootstrapped, unstandardized indirect effects were set at 95%. Interview time was a control
variable in all models testing performance variables. The mediating variables, emotion
regulation, operationalized in these results as the ELS or the hiding subscale of the ELS, and
negative affect, are discussed for each performance variable. All coefficients for indirect effects
can be seen in Table 24 for the objective performance variables (i.e. the memory task and the
three objective performance variables embedder in the simulation) and Table 25 for the selfassessed performance variables. Coefficients that were positive in the path from condition to the
mediator, and negative in the paths from the mediators to performance, and from condition to
performance, were in the predicted direction (see Figure 1).
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Memory task performance. For the memory task performance variable, the coefficients
for each of the DR conditions were significant and in the predicted direction in predicting
emotional labor (see Figure 6): DR condition b = .14, t(541) = 2.27, p < .05; enhanced DR
requirement condition b = .28, t(541) = 4.07, p < .01. In examining the relationship between
condition and negative affect, the coefficient for both the DR condition b = .16, t(541) = 2.48 and
the enhanced DR requirement conditions b = .14, t(541) = 2.09 were significant p < .05 and in
the predicted direction. Examining both negative affectivity, EL, and condition as predictors of
memory task performance, the coefficient for negative affect predicting memory task was
significant and in the predicted direction b = -1.53, t(539)= -5.56, p < .001, while it was not in
the predicted direction and not significant for ELS: b = .39, t(539)= 1.39, p = .16. The
coefficient for the direct effect of DR was not significant b = .08, t(539) = .19, p = .85, and not in
the predicted direction, and was significant for enhanced DR requirement b = -.91, t(539) =
-2.06, p < .05, which was in the predicted direction. In the total effect model, the coefficient for
DR was not significant b = -.11, t(541)= -.27, p =.79, and the coefficient for enhanced DR
requirement was significant b = -1.02 , t(541)= -2.29, p < .01, both were in the predicted
direction. The relative indirect effect was significant through negative affect for DR: b = -.25, CI
(-.47, -.07) and EDR: b = -.22 CI(-.44, -.04), but was not significant through EL for either DR
condition: DR b = .058, CI(-.01, .20), EDR b = .11, CI(-.03, .31). Thus, Hypothesis 4, that EL
mediated the relationship between condition and performance, was not supported. However,
negative affect mediated the relationship between DR condition and memory task performance
such that participants who experienced greater negative affect remembered fewer words,
providing support for Hypothesis 5.
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When testing the model using the ELS hiding subscale (see Figure 7), the relative indirect
effect for hiding was not significant for the DR b = .04, CI(-.05, .17), but was significant for the
enhanced DR requirement: b = .20 CI(.06, .42). This indirect effect was positive in the opposite
direction than what was predicted. For negative affect, the relative indirect effects were again
significant for the DR condition b = -.25 CI(-.49, -.07) and the enhanced DR requirement
condition: b = -.23 CI(-.45, -.04) (see Table 24), although the direction from negative affect to
performance was positive.
To help interpret the significant indirect effect for the enhanced DR requirement
condition in relation to the memory task, I followed this analysis with an exploratory analysis,
using enhanced DR requirement as the sole independent variable and DR as a control variable.
Coefficients are shown in Figure 8. The paths from enhanced DR requirement to the mediator
were in the predicted direction and significant for surface acting (b = .38, p < .001), and
marginally significant for negative affect (b = .14, p < .10). The path from hiding to performance
was significant but in the opposite direction than expected (b = .51, p < .05), and highly
significant and in the predicted direction for negative affect (b = -1.55, p < .001). The indirect
effects for surface acting (b = .20, CI = 05, .41) and negative affect (b = -.21, CI = -.44, -.02)
indicated significant mediation for both hiding and negative affect.
Together, these mediation analyses examining EL and negative affect as mediators
between condition and performance show that emotion regulation was a significant mediator
when examining surface acting as the measure of EL, but not in the direction that was expected
as the significant indirect effects indicated that increased surface acting was associated with
improved memory task performance. This partially supports Hypothesis 4. Negative affect more
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consistently mediated the relationship between condition and performance, and increased
negative affect was associated with fewer details remembered, thus supporting Hypothesis 5.
Objective measures in the simulation. For objective claimant/respondent comfort, he
coefficients predicting EL were positive and significant for both DR conditions (see Figure 9),
and marginally significant in predicting negative affect for the DR condition. These coefficients,
as well as the nonsignificant coefficients to the dependent variable, were in the predicted
directions. However, the confidence intervals for all indirect effects examining objective
claimant/respondent comfort included zero (see Table 26). Thus, the indirect relationships
through EL and negative affect between the experimental conditions and performance were not
statistically significant.
Similar to objective claimant/respondent comfort, the coefficients for objective
investigator technique predicting EL were positive and significant for both DR conditions (see
Figure 10), and marginally significant in predicting negative affect for the DR condition. All
coefficients were in the predicted direction. The indirect effects of the DR b = -.004, CI(-.01, .0003), and enhanced DR requirement b = -.006 CI(-.02, -.001) were significant, showing that
EL did mediate the relationship between both DR experimental conditions and objective
investigator technique with those in the DR conditions performing slightly worse than other
participants, thus supporting Hypothesis 4.
Self-assessed performance variables. EL and negative affect were significant mediators
for both conditions for all three self-assessed performance variables: appropriate empathy,
interviewee comfort, and investigator technique (see Table 25, Figures 11, 12, and 13). The
indirect effects for EL were all positive, suggesting that participants in the DR conditions who
had higher levels of EL perceived their own performance more positively than participants who
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were not in a DR condition. The significant indirect effects for negative affect were all negative,
indicating significant mediation and suggesting that participants who felt more negative affect
rated their performance in a more negative manner than those in the control condition.
In sum, EL mediated the relationship between the enhanced DR requirement condition
and performance for the memory task, and between both DR conditions and all of the selfassessed performance variables, thus partially supporting Hypothesis 4. Similarly, negative affect
mediated the relationship between both DRs and performance for the memory task, between DR
and performance measured with the objective simulation measure of objective goals
accomplished, and between both DR conditions and all three self-assessed performance
variables. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 was also partially supported based on the predicted results
using four of the seven measures of performance.
Moderated Mediation. I tested moderated mediation for the previously mentioned
relationships where significant mediation was found, namely for the memory task, objective
goals accomplished, and the self-assessed performance variables (see Figure 1). Research
Question 1 examined whether SH experience moderated the relationship between the DR
experimental conditions and the mediating variables (i.e. first-stage mediation), and the
performance variables. There was no evidence for moderated mediation in analyses testing. The
indexes of moderated mediation for this model are in Table 26. There was similarly no evidence
of moderated mediation in analysis testing for Research Question 2, which tested first-stage
moderated mediation and explored gender as a moderator when controlling for SH experience.
The moderated mediation indexes for Research Question 2 are in Table 27.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
In 1980, the U.S. Equal Opportunity Employment Commission declared that sexual
harassment (SH) was discrimination under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act (EEOC, 1990).
Today it continues to be a chronic problem in organizations (Quick & McFadyen, 2017). To
avoid negative organizational outcomes such as negative impacts on employee job satisfaction
and well-being (Bergman et al., 2002) and increased risk of legal liability (Bies & Tyler, 1993;
Hogler et al., 2002; Neuser, 2005), it is critical that organizations have fair procedures regarding
how they handle SH claims. A key part of this procedure the role that professionals (often human
resources) play as SH investigators, that is, the person who investigates the SH claimant, the
alleged harasser, and any witnesses. To be perceived as fair, the SH investigator is advised to
display neutral empathy toward the interviewee during the investigation interview (Dorfman et
al., 2000; Neuser, 2005; Trotter & Zacur, 2012).
Prior emotional labor (EL) research suggests that this work requirement, or dynamic
neutral-empathic display rule (DR), as I refer to it, would deplete personal resources (see
Grandey, 2000; Gross, 1998a; Zapf, 2002) and have negative impacts on performance
(Baumeister et al., 1998; Dillon et al., 2007; Grandey et al., 2015; Richards & Gross, 1999) for
the HR professional who is conducting the investigation. The current study was designed to
examine these important issues. To accomplish this, I developed and tested a theory-based
process model which examined the depleting effects of job demands that are placed on HR
professionals in the SH investigation context, namely the dynamic neutral-empathic dynamic
display rule (DR). Using a randomized, control-group study design, the results of this study
suggest that the dynamic neutral-empathic DR would in fact have a negative impact on some
types of performance, but may also benefit others.
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Summary and conclusions.
Similar to previous researchers (Brotheridge & Lee, 2002; Erkovan, 2013; Park, Hyung
In et al., 2014; Pisaniello et al., 2012; van Gelderen et al., 2007; Walter & Bruch, 2009; Wong &
Law, 2002)., I integrated ideas from Job-Demands Resources (JD-R) (Demerouti et al., 2001)
and Conservation of Resources (COR) (Hobfoll, 2002, 1989) theories to form a theoretical
framework to develop a process model that would shed light on mechanisms in the EL process
for HR professionals conducting SH investigation interviews. These theories suggest that
engaging in EL is an effortful process that depletes resources. Previous research supports this
idea (see Grandey, 2000; Gross, 1998a; Zapf, 2002), and also suggests that EL can increase
negative affect, (Adil & Kamal, 2013; Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Gosserand & Diefendorff,
2005; Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011; Judge et al., 2009), and negatively impact performance
(Baumeister et al., 1998; Dillon et al., 2007; Grandey et al., 2015; Richards & Gross, 1999). The
DR that HR professionals are expected to adhere to involves suppression of all emotion and only
allows for the expression of neutral empathy while conducting an SH investigation interview.
The process model I developed predicted that adhering to this DR would increase effortful EL,
negative affect, and negatively impact performance.
To rigorously test this model, I used an experimental design where participants were
randomly assigned to one of three conditions: a control condition with no DR, a DR condition, or
enhanced DR requirement condition where instructions to adhere to the DR were more stringent.
The experiment was conducted using a computerized simulation that was developed to train HR
professionals in how to conduct SH investigation interviews (Kognito Interactive, 2014). I also
investigated and compared the effects of a neutral-empathic display rule across two conditions in
comparison with a control condition. The enhanced DR requirement condition was expected to
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be more demanding and resourced depleting than the DR condition and control conditions, thus
causing strain that would result in resource depletion and a negative impact on performance. This
resource depletion was expected to accumulate and increase over time, thus negatively impacting
performance.
Study results show that the participants who were given instructions to follow the neutralempathic DR reported increased emotion regulation compared to a control group without the DR
instructions. Furthermore, there was evidence that the enhanced DR requirement condition did
increase emotion regulation to a greater extent than the DR condition. This is consistent with
prior research illustrating that greater DR adherence expectation is associated emotional labor
(Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Diefendorff et al., 2005). Interestingly and opposite of what was
expected, when emotion regulation mediated the relationship between DR condition and
performance, it largely had a positive indirect effect, suggesting that within an interview,
increased emotion regulation enhanced performance. This suggests that the experience of going
through the simulation with the neutral-empathic DR may not have been intense enough, or long
enough, to deplete resources to the extent where it would negatively impact performance. This
finding is consistent with previous research which suggests that there may be an optimal middle
ground of DR adherence expectation where increased EL may positively impact performance at
moderate levels, and negatively impact performance at higher levels where employees feel
overwhelmed (Christoforou & Ashforth, 2015; Grandey, 2003).
My study’s findings are consistent with prior literature in showing that increased
emotional labor is associated with increased negative affect (Adil & Kamal, 2013; Brotheridge &
Grandey, 2002; Gosserand & Diefendorff, 2005; Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011; Judge et al., 2009).
Also consistent with previous research and consistent with predictions, negative affect mediated

Emotional Labor and Sexual Harassment 90
the relationship between condition and performance such that increased negative affect was
associated with decreased performance for performance on the memory task, and all three selfassessed performance variables. It is possible that this did not occur for the objective
performance assessment variables that were embedded within the simulation because the
resource-depleting effects of negative affect had not yet accumulated sufficiently during the
interview and therefore did not negatively impact performance. The memory task and selfassessed performance measures took place after the interview, the accumulation of resource
depletion associated with negative affect may have reached a point where it did negatively
impact performance and perceptions of performance.
In actual SH investigation interviews, where stakes are much higher with respect to
adhering to the neutral-empathic DR, there may be greater accumulation of negative affect, and
emotion regulation, and therefore result in stronger negative effects on performance. This may
usurp any benefits of moderate levels of DR adherence expectation to performance. Additionally,
and consistent with COR theory, maintaining the appropriate levels of adherence to the neutralempathic DR during an actual investigation may overwhelm an SH investigator’s resources, thus
negatively impacting performance.
In line with JD-R (Demerouti et al., 2001) and COR (Hobfoll, 1989) theories, I had also
predicted that the increased emotion regulation and negative affect would deplete resources, thus
leading to a negative impact on performance. COR theory would predict that with time,
resources would become more depleted resulting in decreased performance over time. As there
was some evidence that negative affect increased for the DR conditions, that EL increased for the
enhanced DR condition, and memory task performance was lower after the first interview, the
idea that EL associated with the DR was a demand and negatively impacted performance, thus

Emotional Labor and Sexual Harassment 91
supporting JD-R. In terms of supporting COR theory, in repeated measures ANOVA analyses,
there were no significant interactions between condition and time for EL, negative affect, or for
any of the performance variables except for self-assessed appropriate empathy. However, HLM
analyses suggested that in the enhanced DR condition, emotion regulation increased over time as
memory task performance decreased over time, thus offering some support for COR theory.
I also explored the potential moderating effects of participant gender and SH experience
on the proposed, multiple mediation model. It is interesting that SH experience did not moderate
the proposed relationships, nor did participant gender when controlling for SH experience. Prior
research has suggested that there are gender differences in perceptions of what constitutes sexual
harassment. However, a post-hoc analysis showed that there were no significant differences in
the extent to which participants perceived that the content of the interviews constituted SH
between males (M = 2.31, SD = 1.14) and females (M = 2.15, SD = 1.5) for interview 1, t(269) =
1.18, p = .24, or between males (M = 2.09, SD = 1.14) and females (M = 2.16, SD = 1.07) for
interview 2 t(269) = -.52, p = .61. There was, however, a significant difference in reported SH
experience between males (M = 1.38, SD = .41) and females (M = 1.64, SD = .79) t(243) = -4.30,
p < .001. These results are in line with previous research showing that there is a positive
relationship between age and SH perception (Blackstone, Houle, & Uggen, 2014; Foulis &
McCabe, 1997; Ohse & Stockdale, 2008). Thus, as undergraduate students, participants’
relatively young age may be affecting their perceptions of SH in the simulation, which is subtler
than the issues mentioned in the SH experiences questionnaire (see Appendix E).
As previously mentioned, Lee and Brotheridge (2011) found that the two facets of
surface acting (faking and hiding emotions) were differently associated with the different
components of positive (integrative) DRs. Expressing positive emotions was associated with
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deep acting and faking emotions, whereas the suppression of negative emotions was associated
with hiding emotions. In a post hoc analyses, I compared the use of surface acting (i.e. the hiding
and faking subscales) and deep acting across conditions. As the dynamic neutral-empathic DR
contains involves suppression and no expression of positive emotions, there should be higher
levels of hiding associated with it. The results in Tables 28 and 29 are somewhat in line with Lee
and Brotheridge’s (2011) findings, as hiding was significantly higher for participants in the two
DR conditions than in the control condition at time 1. This statistic approached marginal
significance at time 2. Similarly, when comparing the DR condition to the enhanced DR
requirement condition, participants in the enhanced DR requirement condition only showed
significantly higher levels of hiding at time 1 and time 2, with no significant differences in
faking or deep acting. This is to be expected as there would more suppression in the enhanced
DR adherence expectation than in the DR requirement condition. For faking and deep acting, the
difference between the combined DR conditions with the control condition was not significant at
time 1, but significant at time 2. The significant results at time 2 are more in line with positive
DRs, based on Lee and Brotheridge’s findings. Again, more in line with their findings, there
were no significant differences between time 1 and time 2 for faking or deep acting when
comparing the DR condition to the enhanced DR requirement condition. Thus, it appears that
unlike positive DRs studied in Lee and Brotheridge’s (2011) study, the dynamic neutralempathic DR may sometimes be associated with faking and deep acting.
Researchers had called for the measure of emotion regulation to move beyond the use of
Brotheridge and Lee’s (2003) emotional labor scale (ELS). It has been suggested that Gross and
John’s (2003) ER scale may measure some of the same constructs as the ELS, namely Gross’s
suppression items were thought to be similar to surface acting, and some reappraisal similar to
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deep acting. Although the 2 measures were significantly correlated (see Tables 7 and 8), there
were no significant differences between groups using the ER scales. This may be because the
ELS scale (Appendix C), the ELS scale asks about emotions in general, whereas some ER scale
items (Appendix D) ask specifically about positive or negative emotions, or specific strategies
used when one wanted to change emotions. Participants in the current study may not have felt
emotions strongly enough to warrant application of the emotion regulation strategies represented
by the items in the ER scale. However, for HR professionals conducting actual SH investigations
who are trying to adhere to the dynamic neutral-empathic DR in an emotionally-charges context,
these strategies may be more appropriate.
Contributions.
Theoretical contributions. This study made several theoretical contributions. First, I
developed and tested a theoretical model to investigate and enhance understanding of the
psychological processes involving resource depletion and its impact on performance (see Figure
1). This model tested emotion regulation and negative affect as mediators between display rule
and performance. To test this model, I used a randomized, control group design where I
manipulated the display rule (DR) and examined different levels of the requirement of adherence
(i.e. DR adherence expectation) to this display rule. Results were consistent with previous
literature with respect to the mediating effects of negative affect, where increased negative affect
was associated with decreased performance. Emotional labor was also a mediator but not in the
manner predicted. Increased EL was associated with an increase in performance.
Another theoretical contribution is that I extended the EL literature in several ways. First,
I clarified the term DR perception to highlight that it refers to DR adherence expectation, thus
more precisely defining this construct. Second, this is the first study I am aware of that examined
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the impact of different levels of DR adherence expectation. Third, to my knowledge this is also
the first study that examined the impact of different levels of DR adherence expectations in an
experimental setting for this type of display rule, which I termed the dynamic neutral-empathic
display rule. Fourth, whereas most previous research examined the impact of positive display
rules, where the DR requirement is to suppress negative emotions and express positive emotions,
the present study’s DR was more difficult in that it requires the suppression of all emotions
except for the expression of empathy, but empathy could only be expressed in a neutral manner.
Finally, to my knowledge, no previous study has investigated the EL requirements for
HR professionals, or for HR professionals investigating sexual harassment (SH) interviews. This
is a novel and important context as adherence to the neutral-empathic DR has important
consequences for the employees involved as well as the organization.
Implications for practice. Practical contribution of this study involves providing
evidence that the dynamic neutral-empathic DR negatively impacts performance. In this study,
performance on a memory task, which was assessed after participants conducted each interview,
was slightly negatively impacted. For HR professionals conducting sexual harassment
investigations, where stakes are much higher, their ability to clearly recall the details in an
interview that they had just conducted is extremely important, especially in cases where
documents containing their notes are part of discovery in a litigation context. This information
could inform both training for conducting SH investigations, and the conducting of actual SH
investigations. For example, given that these activities can be depleting, perhaps training should
be limited in the length of time. Also, SH investigations should perhaps be limited in time and
not conducted sequentially without rest. However, given that some level of DR adherence
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expectation could enhance performance, organizations should ensure that HR professionals
understand the importance of adhering to the neutral-empathic DR.
Limitations and recommendations for future research.
Several study limitations should be noted. First, this study used volunteer, undergraduate
student participants at Baruch College. Thus, the findings may have been influenced by
volunteer bias. However, the participant recruitment announcements only include information
about the length of time of the study and how many credits would be earned via participation in
this study. Therefore, volunteer bias would be limited to factors associated with these study
details as opposed to volunteer bias associated with content of the study. The findings here may
also be influenced by participants’ lack of human resources working experience. Experienced
HR professionals are likely to have had more extensive training in SH related matters, including
SH investigations. This experience may lead HR professionals to have lower levels of emotion
regulation, and negative affect, and thus a different impact on performance as compared to a
student sample. Thus, although some findings are consistent with those found in prior EL
research, the generalizability to HR professionals is questionable. Future research addressing EL
in this SH context should therefore include HR professionals who have experience conducting
SH investigations. In addition, qualitative interviews with such professionals would also shed
light on the EL processes involved as they navigate an SH investigation interview with a
claimant or alleged harasser. However, the present findings based on participants who had no
experience in HR may be analogous to organizations that have provided little or no SH
investigation training to their employees. The results of the current study thus may shed light on
the potential impacts on performance when SH investigators are not trained.

Emotional Labor and Sexual Harassment 96
Second, the seven objective and self-assessed performance variables are each measured
with one item. One item measures are considered acceptable when they measure a global
construct (e.g. job satisfaction) or are unambiguous (Wanous & Reichers, 1996). Each of the
dependent variables in the current study could be considered ambiguous to some extent. The
memory task could combine memories of different types of information from the interview. For
example, did participants remember more details about incidents that the interviewees talked
about or more information about emotions, as in when the alleged harasser became defensive.
Similarly, there are various dimensions of empathy and claimant/ respondent comfort that were
measured with the single-item self-assessed performance variables.
Third, the measures for the mediating variables and three of the performance variables
were measured with self-report instruments. Although self-reported performance can be useful in
terms of comparing it to an analogous objective measure, there is still bias that can result due to
misperceptions of one’s own performance such as underestimation or exaggeration. Similar bias
may also likely occur when one monitors one’s own emotion regulation and negative affect.
However, the fact that participants were randomly assigned to the DR and control conditions
offsets these limitations to some extent as these biases were likely evenly distributed across
conditions. Still, future research should use physiological measures to assess EL and/ or
observational measures. An example of the latter would be rating participants’ emotional display
by observers who are blind to the study purpose.
Fourth, the precise cause of the effects associated with the enhanced DR requirement
condition are not known. The effects may have been because participants were told that the
experimenter would be listening to them and evaluating them as they conducted the interview.
The effects may also have been a function of the fabricated, negative feedback that all
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participants in this condition received. The effects could also have been caused by both of these
factors in combination with the enhanced DR requirement. However, the dynamic neutralempathic DR is very difficult to adhere to. Therefore, participants may have not been very
negatively impacted to discover that they had not performed well. Supporting this, an
examination of participant feedback comments did not reveal that participants in any one
condition responded more negatively than participants in the other two conditions.
Finally, there are various factors that were not measured that may have had an impact on
the findings. For example, as discussed in the measures section in Chapter 3, individual
characteristics, such as cultural values, have been shown to impact EL processes (Allen et al.,
2014; Grandey, Fisk, & Steiner, 2005) as well as personal reactions to sexual harassment (Sigal
& Jacobsen, 1999). As Baruch College has a large Asian population, cultural values may have
influenced findings in the current study. Investigation of such factors is important and worthy of
future research. However, it is noteworthy that despite these possible influences, some
predictions regarding the negative impact of the dynamic neutral-empathic DR on performance
were supported.
Despite these limitations, this study addressed important issues regarding the potential
negative impacts of the job demands imposed upon HR professionals who conduct SH
investigations. These professionals are expected to adhere to a dynamic neutral-empathic display
rule, which is complex and demanding, and has not previously been addressed in EL research.
Furthermore, to my knowledge, the EL literature has never addressed EL demands for HR
professionals in this context.
The theory-based process model I developed rigorously tested the impact of this display
rule with a randomized, control group experimental design in a simulated SH investigation
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context. Study findings provide initial understanding of the psychological processes involved for
HR professionals who are expected to adhere to the neutral-empathic DR. By adhering to this
DR during SH investigation interviews, SH investigators are integral in helping ensure that an
organization handles SH claims in manner that is fair and just, thus reducing the risk of
organizational liability. Therefore, given the critical role played by SH investigators, it is
important to understand the impact of these processes on their performance.
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Appendix A
Instructional Video Texts
Display Rule Condition
1. Hello. Thank you for coming in today!
2. You are going to participate in a sexual harassment simulation training.
3. This is a brief presentation explaining how the simulation works and what you will do during
the simulation.
4. Please do not touch the keyboard or mouse during this presentation unless otherwise
instructed.
5. When this presentation is finished, please notify the experimenter.
6. The training is a role play activity where you will play the role of a human resources director,
Maria Cruz, who is conducting interviews for an investigation about a sexual harassment
claim.
7. In order to conduct this investigation, you will first interview the person who is making the
sexual harassment claim, or claimant (Rebecca Sun), and then the alleged harasser (John
Harrison):
8. Therefore, you are going to conduct two interviews total. The first will be with Rebecca Sun,
and the second will be with John Harrison.
9. During the simulation you will be acting as if as if you were actually having a conversation
with Rebecca or John and will be speaking out loud.
10. You must be aware of your body language, facial expression, and tone of voice when you
speak out loud.
11. During the simulation, you will also have to practice active listening while Rebecca, or John,
is speaking. Here you will also need to be aware of your body language and facial
expression while Rebecca, or John, is speaking and you are listening.
12. As is the case with HR directors during sexual harassment investigations, you will need to be
very careful with your emotional expression.
13. For example, you must show empathy, and this should be reflected in your body language,
facial expression, and tone of voice.
14. However, if you show too much empathy, then interviewees may assume you are on their
side. Research shows that showing too much empathy increases the risk that interviewees
may sue the organization if the investigation results in a decision unfavorable to them.
15. However, if you don’t show enough empathy, then research shows that interviewees may also
sue the organization because they feel the investigation is not being conducted fairly.
16. In other words, it is critical that the empathy in your body language, facial expression and
tone of voice be expressed in a neutral manner so that Rebecca, or John, perceives you as
fair.
17. However, while showing empathy, it is also critical that you suppress any emotional response
in your body language, facial expression, or tone of voice THROUGHOUT THE
INTERVIEW AS YOU SPEAK AND LISTEN, as your emotional responses may lead to
bias.
18. During the interviews, your voice will be recorded and, at a later time, others will be
evaluating your voice for appropriate emotional expression of empathy in a neutral manner.
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Appendix A: Instructional Video Texts and Links Cont’d
19. This voice data will be instrumental in aiding in the development of training for HR
professionals to learn how to conduct a sexual harassment interview using the appropriate
emotional expression in their voice.
20. As is often the case with HR Directors, imagine during the interviews that you are pressed
for time. You will have a limited amount of time to interview. The experimenter will let you
know when you must stop.
21. However, you must still focus on expressing the appropriate amount of empathy in a neutral
manner while suppressing all other emotional expression.
22. Now you will see parts of the simulation in action.
Simulation Video 1 Embedded Here
23. To proceed through the simulation, you will follow three steps for each response option:
24. First, DON’T CLICK YET! First you will decide which response option you are going to
click on.
25. Second, DON’T CLICK YET! Second, before clicking on your option, you will read your
response out loud and say it as if you were actually talking to Rebecca (or John) in the
interview.
26. Third, NOW YOU CLICK! Third you will click on your response and listen to the
interviewee respond.
27. You will now see a few examples of how you will proceed using these steps.
Simulation Video 2 Embedded Here
28. First, DON’T CLICK YET! First you will decide which response option you are going to
click on.
29. Second, DON’T CLICK YET! Second, before clicking on your option, you will read your
response out loud and say it as if you were actually talking to Rebecca (or John) in the
interview (change wording as necessary).
30. Third, NOW YOU CLICK! Third you will click on your response and listen to the
interviewee respond.
31. You’ll start the interview with Rebecca in a few minutes and continue where this
conversation left off, talking about the raise.
32. These three steps will also be posted at the lower right-hand corner of your screen for a
reminder during both interviews.
33. When it is time to stop, the experimenter will hand you a note that looks like this and shows a
picture of the note that will be handed to participant and reads:
“Please stop after you listen to the next response. Then go sit at the other computer and answer
the questions until you are done. Thanks!”

34. At this point, you will stop after you listen to the next response in the interview, and go to the
other computer.
35. As you progress through the interviews, you may see a message such as “GOAL
COMPLETED” or “GOAL FAILED
36. If you see the “GOAL COMPLETED” message, simply CONTINUE.
37. If you see “GOAL FAILED”, click the UNDO button if you have that option. If not, then
choose START OVER.
38. You’re about to start the first interview!
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39. Here’s some important information about the investigation before you get started.
40. Although you have heard rumors that the claimant Rebecca Sun has been sexually harassed,
she has asked to speak with you about her performance review results that her supervisor,
John Harrison, gave her.
41. She believes that the performance review was unfair.
42. You’re about to start, but REMEMBER!
43. It is critical that the empathy in your body language, facial expression and tone of voice be
expressed in a neutral manner so that Rebecca, or John, perceives you as fair.
44. However, while showing empathy, it is also critical that you suppress any emotional response
in your body language, facial expression, or tone of voice THROUGHOUT THE
INTERVIEW AS YOU SPEAK AND LISTEN, as emotional responses may lead to bias.
45. This presentation has ended!
46. Please notify the experimenter and she or he will get you started with the first interview.
47. Be sure and let the experimenter know if you have any questions.
Enhanced Display Rule Condition
The text for this condition is the same except after line 19, the instructions also state,
“During the interviews, the experimenter will listen to how you are doing and may give
you feedback if necessary. If you receive feedback, read it carefully and try your best to
incorporate it for the remainder of the interview.”

Control Condition
The text for this condition is the same as the others except that it contains no language regarding
the DR:
1. The training is a role play activity where you will play the role of a human resources director,
Maria Cruz, who is conducting interviews for an investigation about a sexual harassment
claim.
2. In order to conduct this investigation, you will first interview the person who is making the
sexual harassment claim, or claimant (Rebecca Sun), and then the alleged harasser (John
Harrison):
3. Therefore, you are going to conduct two interviews total. The first will be with Rebecca Sun,
and the second will be with John Harrison.
4. During the simulation you will be speaking to Rebecca or John and will be reading your
responses out loud.
5. As is often the case with HR Directors, imagine during the interviews that you are pressed
for time. You will have a limited amount of time to interview. The experimenter will let you
know when you must stop.
6. Now you will see parts of the simulation in action.
Simulation Video 1 Embedded Here
7. To proceed through the simulation, you will follow three steps for each response option:
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Appendix A: Instructional Video Texts and Links Cont’d
8. First, DON’T CLICK YET! First you will decide which response option you are going to
click on.
9. Second, DON’T CLICK YET! Second, before clicking on your option, you will read your
response out loud and say it as if you were actually talking to Rebecca (or John) in the
interview.
10. Third, NOW YOU CLICK! Third you will click on your response and listen to the
interviewee respond.
11. You will now see a few examples of how you will proceed using these steps.
Simulation Video 2 Embedded Here
12. First, DON’T CLICK YET! First you will decide which response option you are going to
click on.
13. Second, DON’T CLICK YET! Second, before clicking on your option, you will read your
response out loud and say it as if you were actually talking to Rebecca (or John) in the
interview (change wording as necessary).
14. Third, NOW YOU CLICK! Third you will click on your response and listen to the
interviewee respond.
15. You’ll start the interview with Rebecca in a few minutes and continue where this
conversation left off, talking about the raise.
16. These three steps will also be posted at the lower right-hand corner of your screen for a
reminder during both interviews.
17. When it is time to stop, the experimenter will hand you a note that looks like this and shows a
picture of the note that will be handed to participant and reads:
“Please stop after you listen to the next response. Then go sit at the other computer and answer
the questions until you are done. Thanks!”

18. At this point, you will stop after you listen to the next response, and go to the other computer.
19. As you progress through the interviews, you may see a message such as “GOAL
COMPLETED” or “GOAL FAILED”.
20. If you see the “GOAL COMPLETED” message, simply CONTINUE.
21. If you see “GOAL FAILED”, click the UNDO button if you have that option. If not, then
choose START OVER.
22. You’re about to start the first interview!
23. Here’s some important information about the investigation before you get started.
24. Although you have heard rumors that the claimant Rebecca Sun has been sexually harassed,
she has asked to speak with you about her performance review results that her supervisor,
John Harrison, gave her.
25. She believes that the performance review was unfair.
26. This presentation has ended!
27. Please notify the experimenter and she or he will get you started with the first interview.
28. Be sure and let the experimenter know if you have any questions.

Appendix B: The Positive and Negative Affectivity Schedule (PANAS)
Instructions: The following questions consists of various words that describe different feelings and emotions. Read each question and
then mark the appropriate answer in the space below that word.
Indicate to what extent you feel this way right now, that is, at the present moment.
You will use the following scale to record your answers:
1. very slightly/ not at all

2. a little

3. moderately

4. quite a bit

5. Extremely

Fatigue

Fear

Guilt

Sadness

Shyness

Hostility

afraid*

drowsy (somewhat
exhausted)

afraid

angry at self

alone

bashful

angry

ashamed*

sleepy

frightened

ashamed

blue (depressed)

embarrassed
(sheepish)†

disgusted

hostile*

sluggish

jittery (anxious)

blameworthy (you feel
responsible for doing
the wrong thing)

downhearted
(discouraged)

shy

hostile

nervous*

tired

nervous

disgusted with self

lonely

timid

irritable

scared

dissatisfied with self

sad

scornful (full of
contempt)

guilty

upset

loathing (intense
dislike)

shaky

Note. Items marked with * are also listed in other scales. For the item marked with †, sheepish was replaced with embarrassed. The
original 10-item negative affect scale in the first column also included distressed, scared, jittery, irritable, and guilty.
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Negative Affect
Short Form

Appendix B Continued: CFA PANAS Scales

Fatigue

Guilt

Sadness

afraid

angry at self

alone

frightened

ashamed

blue (depressed)

sluggish

jittery (anxious)

blameworthy (you feel
responsible for doing
the wrong thing)

sad

tired

nervous
scared
shaky

disgusted with self
dissatisfied with self
guilty

drowsy (somewhat
exhausted)
sleepy

Shyness
ashamed
bashful
embarrassed
(sheepish)†
shy
timid
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Fear
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Appendix C: The Emotional Labor Scale (ELS)
Instructions
Please use the following scale to indicate to what extent you engaged in the following behaviors
during the interview you conducted.
Never
1

Rarely
2

Sometimes
3

Often
4

Faking Scale
1. Showed emotions that I didn’t feel.
2. Pretended to have emotions that I didn’t really have.
3. Showed emotions that were expected rather than what I felt.
Hiding Scale
4. Hid my true feelings.
5. Resisted expressing my true feelings.
6. Concealed what I felt.
Deep Acting Scale
7. Made an effort to actually feel the emotions that I needed to display.
8. Really tried to feel the emotions I was instructed to show.
9. Tried to actually experience the emotions that I was instructed to show.

Always
5
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Appendix D: The Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ)

The following questions pertain to your emotional experience during the interview. Although
some of the following questions may seem similar to one another, they differ in important ways.

For each item, please answer using the following scale:

1--------------2-------------------3-----------------4-------------------5------------------6--------------7
strongly

neutral

strongly agree

disagree

Suppression Scale
1.
2.
3.
4.

I kept my emotions to myself.
I controlled my emotions by not expressing them.
When I was feeling negative emotions, I made sure not to express them.
When I felt positive emotions, I was careful not to express them.

Reappraisal Scale
1. When I wanted to feel less negative emotion, I changed the way I was thinking about the situation.
2. When I wanted to feel more positive emotion, I changed the way I was thinking about the situation.
3. When I wanted to feel more positive emotion (such as joy or amusement), I changed what I was
thinking about.
4. When I wanted to feel less negative emotion (such as sadness or anger), I changed what I was
thinking about.
5. When I felt stressed, I made myself think about the situation in a way that helped me stay calm.
6. I controlled my emotions by changing the way I thought about the situation.
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Appendix E: Sexual Experience Questionnaire (SEQ)

The following questions have to do with situations you may or may have not been in.
Also, these situations may have happened in person or when you interacted with others via a
website or social media such as Facebook or YouTube. Please answer the questions
regarding both in-person experiences.

APPEARING BEFORE QUESTION: Have you ever been in a situation where someone…
ANSWERS FOR EACH QUESTION:
a. Yes within the past year
b. Yes more than a year ago (write in how many years ago)
c. No
SUBSCALE 1: SEXIST HOSTILITY (SEXIST BEHAVIOR)
1.
2.
3.
4.

Treated you “differently” because of your sex?
Displayed, used, or distributed sexist or suggestive materials?
Made offensive sexist remarks?
Put you down or was condescending to you because of your sex?

SUBSCALE 2: SEXUAL HOSTILITY (CRUDE OR OFFENSIVE BEHAVIOR)
1. Repeatedly told sexual stories or jokes that were offensive to you?
2. Made unwelcome attempts to draw you into a discussion of sexual matters?
3. Made offensive remarks about your appearance, body, or sexual activities?
4. Made gestures or used body language of a sexual nature which embarrassed or offended
you?
SUBSCALE 3: Unwanted Sexual Attention
1. Made unwanted attempts to establish a romantic sexual relationship with you despite
your efforts to discourage it?
2. Continued to ask you for dates, drinks, dinner, etc., even though you said “No”?
3. Touched you in a way that made you feel uncomfortable?
4. Made unwanted attempts to stroke, fondle, or kiss you?
SUBSCALE 4: Sexual Coercion
1. Made you feel like you were being bribed with a reward to engage in sexual behavior?
2. Made you feel threatened with some sort of retaliation for not being sexually
cooperative?
3. Treated you badly for refusing to have sex
4. Implied faster promotions or better treatment if you were sexually cooperative?
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Appendix F: Simulation Screen Shots
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Appendix G: The Emotion Work Requirements Scale

Requirement to Hide Negative Emotions
1. Reassuring people who are distressed or upset.
2. Remaining calm even when you are astonished.
3. Expressing feelings of sympathy (e.g., saying you “understand,” you are sorry to hear about
something).
4. Expressing friendly emotions (e.g., smiling, giving compliments, making small talk).

Requirement to Hide Negative Emotions
1. Hiding your anger or disapproval about something someone has done (e.g., an act that is
distasteful to you).
2. Hiding your disgust over something someone has done.
3. Hiding your fear of someone who appears threatening.
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Appendix H: Diefendorff, Croyle, and Gosserand’s Display Rule Perception Measure

Positive DR perceptions
1. Part of my job is to make the customer feel good. a
2. My workplace does not expect me to express positive emotions to customers as part of my
job.a
3. This organization would say that part of the product to customers is friendly, cheerful service.a
4. My organization expects me to try to act excited and enthusiastic in my interactions with
customers. b

Negative DR perceptions
1. I am expected to suppress my bad moods or negative reactions to customers. a
2. This organization expects me to try to pretend that I am not upset or distressed. b
3. I am expected to try to pretend I am not angry or feeling contempt while on the job. b

a Item was adapted from Brotheridge and Grandey (2002).
b Item was adapted from Schaubroeck and Jones (2000).
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Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Emotional Labor Subscales at Times 1
and 2
Variable

M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

(.76)
3.04
.84
1. Deep Acting Time 1
2.50
.78 .270** (.69)
2. Faking Time 1
3.04
.86 .138* .390** (.72)
3. Surface Acting Time 1
3.15
.85 .530** .254** .214** (.84)
4. Deep Acting Time 2
2.58
.84 .201** .571** .362** .402** (.78)
5. Faking Time 2
3.02
.91 .119* .304** .572** .340** .505** (.83)
6. Surface Acting Time 2
Note. N ranges from 273 to to 275. Measures are on 1–5 point scales; higher scores reflect
more of the construct. Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities are on the diagonal.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.

Table 2
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Emotion Regulation
Subscales at Times 1 and 2
Variable

M

SD

1

2

3

4

4.25 1.06 (.85)
1. Reappraisal Time 1
4.90
.96 .362** (.73)
2. Suppression Time 1
4.23 1.04 .686** .299** (.89)
3. Reappraisal Time 2
4.75 1.02 .284** .556** .505** (.81)
4. Suppression Time 2
Note. N ranges from 273 to to 275 due to missing data. Measures are on 1-7
point scales; higher scores reflect more of the construct. Cronbach’s alpha
reliabilities are on the diagonal.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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Table 3
Goodness-of-Fit Indicators of Models for the PANAS (n = 266)
χ2
df
CFI
TLI RMSEA
Model
Five Factor
Four Factor
Six Factor
Seven Factor

346.26***
470.90***
414.27***
1391.78***

157
112
170
410

PANAS 1
.93
.88
.93
.82

.92
.86
.91
.80

.08
.11
.07
.10

.91
.84
.82
.83

.08
.12
.10
.09

PANAS 2
Five Factor
Four Factor
Six Factor
Seven Factor

364.71***
515.68***
1306.85***
1339.73***

139
112
387
435

.93
.87
.84
.85
PANAS 3

Five Factor
Four Factor
Six Factor
Seven Factor

468.14*** 139
577.77*** 161
6242.88*** 435

.90
.88
.82

.88
.86
.80

.09
.10
.10

1567.72*** 435

.82

.80

.10

***p < .001.

Table 4
Panas Confirmatory Factor Analysis Subscales
Factor
Items
Fatigue (4 items)
Drowsy, sleepy, tired, sluggish
Fear (7 items)
Afraid, frightened, scared, scornful, nervous, shaky, jittery
Guilt scale (6 items)
Ashamed, blameworthy, guilty, disgusted with self, dissatisfied
Sadness scale (5 items)
Blue, downhearted, sad, lonely, alone
Shyness scale (4 items)
Shy, timid, embarassed, bashful
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Table 5
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for PANAS Subscales at Times 1 and 2
M
SD
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
1.46 .61
(.88)
1. Fear 1
1.33 .52 .797** (.87)
2. Fear 2
1.61 .72 .680** .612** (.89)
3. Sad 1
1.38 .62 .637** .735** .790** (.87)
4. Sad 2
1.51 .68 .828** .733** .679** .671** (.89)
5. Guilt 1
1.39 .63 .708** .807** .608** .763** .806** (.91)
6. Guilt 2
1.58 .66 .887** .690** .679** .604** .825** .648** (.85)
7. NASF 1
1.43 .59 .686** .818** .580** .677** .679** .775** .722** (.85)
8. NASF 2
Note. N ranges from 256 to to 275 due to missing data. Measures are on 1–5 point scales; higher scores reflect more of the construct.
Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities are on the diagonal. NASF = Negative Affectivity Short Form.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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Table 6
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Study Variables, Interview 1
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
1. Both Display Rule Conditons
—
2. High DR Adherence Condition
.440**
—
**
3. Regular DR Adherence Condition .520 -.538** —
4. Control Condition
-1.000** -.440** -.520** —
5. Negative affect T1
.142* .069 .061 -.142* (.85)
6. Emotional labor T1
.143* .113 .023 -.143* .265** (.75)
7. Emotion regulation T1
.022 .045 -.022 -.022 .121* .279** (.83)
8. Memory task T1
-.081 -.142* 0.074 0.081 -.287** -0.014 -.149*
—
9. Objective interviewee comfort T1 .078 -.025 .095 -.078 -.015 -.092 .005 .023
—
*
*
10. Objective Investigator technique
.082 -.008 .084 -.082 -.055 -.155 -.004 .166 .707**
—
11. Objective goals accomplished T1 .031 .000 .028 -.031 .040
.014 .160* .113 -.064 .204**
—
**
**
**
12. S.A. Appropriate empathy T1
-.095 -.322 .205
.095 -.067 .112 .115 .166
.020
.007
.062
—
**
*
*
**
*
13. S.A. Interviewee comfort T1
-.078 -.212
.136
.078 -.127
.060 .089 .178
.138
.091 -.002 .496**
—
14. S.A. Investigator technique T1
-.129* -.279** .121* .129* -.072 .109 .155** .144* .022
.037
.118 .591** .562**
—
15. Gender
-.088 -.062 -.031 .088
.043 -.017 -.015 -.010 -.043 -.002 .016 .008 -.004 -.058
—
*
*
16. Sexual Harassment Experience
.007 .040 -.033 -.007 -.088 .132
.007 .143
.045
.127
.058 .115
.086 .038 .266** (.88)
Note. N ranges from 239 to 284 due to missing data. The memory task score ranges from 0 to 21. Sexual harassment experience is on a 3 point scale, emotion regulation is on a 7 point scale, and all
other continuous measures are on 1–5 point scales; higher scores reflect more of the construct. Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities (for multi-item scales) are on the diagonal. Condition variables are coded
as 0 = not in condition, 1 = in condition. Gender is dummy-coded as males = 0, females = 1. T1 = Time 1. S.A. = Self-Assessed.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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Table 7
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Study Variables, Interview 2
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
1. Both Display Rule Conditons
—
**
2. High DR Adherence Condition
.440
—
**
**
3. Regular DR Adherence Condition .520 -.538
—
**
**
**
4. Control Condition
-1.000 -.440 -.520
—
*
*
5. Negative affect T1
.142 .069 .061 -.142 (.85)
**
6. Negative affect T2
.086 -.002 .078 -.086 .722 (.85)
**
**
**
**
*
7. Emotional labor T2
.158 .184 -.024 -.158 .219 .148 (.85)
**
8. Emotion regulation T2
.045 -.043 .079 -.045 .107 .030 .494 (.88)
*
**
9. Memory task T2
-.035 -.063 .045 .035 -.147 -.159 .009 -.006 —
**
*
10. Objective interviewee comfort T2 .063 .077 -.017 -.063 -.206 -.145 .028 .068 .031 —
*
**
11. Objective Investigator Technique .058 -.016 .068 -.058 -.143 -.101 .046 .057 .076 .290
—
**
**
*
12. Objective goals accomplished T2 .109 .029 .072 -.109 .076 .173 -.094 -.246 -.027 -.079 -.143 —
*
**
**
**
13. S.A. Appropriate empathy T2
.074 -.149 .205 -.074 -.010 -.047 .202 .181 .051 .058 -.011 -.032 —
**
14. S.A. Interviewee comfort T2
.005 -.089 .093 -.005 .036 -.015 .112 .107 .005 -.036 .030 .080 .549
—
**
**
**
**
**
15. S.A. Investigator technique T2
-.053 -.158 .100 .053 .043 -.049 .159 .179 .111 -.079 -.038 0.032 .595 .530
—
*
16. Gender
-.088 -.062 -.031 .088 .043 .023 -.013 .003 -.015 -.123 -.059 .139 -.080 .043 -.026 —
*
**
17. Sexual Harassment Experience
.007 .040 -.033 -.007 -.088 -.082 .110 .043 .149 .011 .066 -.028 .042 .073 .100 .266 (.88)
Note. N ranges from 234 to 284 due to missing data. The memory task score ranges from 0 to 21. Sexual harassment experience is on a 3 point scale, emotion regulation is on a 7 point scale, and all other
continuous measures are on 1–5 point scales; higher scores reflect more of the construct. Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities (for multi-item scales) are on the diagonal. Condition variables are coded as 0 = not in
condition, 1 = in condition. Gender is dummy-coded as males = 0, females = 1. T2 = Time 2. S.A. = Self-Assessed.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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Table 8
Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Emotional Labor with Experimental Conditions, Interview Time and Participant's Sexual Harassment
Experience
Fixed Effects
Parameter
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5
Level 2
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
2.88 *** (.03)
2.88 *** (.03)
2.88 *** (.03)
2.89 *** (.04)
2.89 *** (.04)
Intercept
β00
.20
**
Enhanced DR Requirement
β01
(.08)
-.02
Display Rule Condition
β02
(.07)
.06
EDR vs. DR
β03
(.04)
.16 * (.08)
.16
.16 * (.08)
SH Experience
β04
(.10)
Level 1
Interview

Level 1 R2

.07

.25
.15
823.70

.25
.15
820.17 †

(.06)

.07 †

.25
.15
815.77 *

(.04)

.00

.42
.32
1147.72 **

(.05)

.07 †

.25
.15
831.32

-.03

-.02

.00

-1.18

.00

Level 2 R

.01

.01

.00

-.67

.01

ICC

.62

.62

.63

.56

.62

Standard Deviation 2

.51

.51

.50

.65

.50

Standard Deviation 1

.39

.39

.39

.57

.39

2

2

(.04)

Pseudo R
-.01
.00
.00
-.89
.01
Note: N = 245. Entries are unstandardized coefficients; standard errors are in parentheses. All Level 1 variables were group mean centered. All Level 2
variables were grand mean centered. Asterisks next to deviance results indicate significant difference from prior model. Conditions are dummy-coded as
follows: Enhanced DR Requirement 1= Enhanced DR, 0 = DR, -1 = control; Display Rule Condition 1= DR, 0 = Enhanced DR, -1 = control; EDR vs ER 1
= EDR, 0 = control, DR = -1. DR = Display Rule; SH= Sexual Harassment.
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Variance Components
Intercept r0
level-1, e
Deviance

β10

† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; p < .001 *** (two-tailed tests).
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Table 9
Emotional Labor Mean Scores for the Enhanced Display Rule Requirement, Display
Rule, and Control Conditions for Each Interview.
Interview 1
Group

Interview 2

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

Enhanced DR Requirement

84

2.95

.57

84

3.09

.61

Display Rule

104

2.89

.54

103

2.90

.65

Control

87

2.74

.64

86

2.76

.74

Note. DR = Display Rule.
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Table 10
Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Emotion Regulation with Experimental Conditions, Interview Time and Participant's Sexual Harassment Experience

† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; p < .001 *** (two-tailed tests).

Emotional Labor and Sexual Harassment

Fixed Effects
Parameter
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5
INTRCPT1, π 0
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
4.47 *** (.05)
4.45 *** (.05)
4.47 *** (.05)
4.47 *** (.05)
4.47 *** (.05)
Intercept
β01
.02
Enhanced DR Requirement
β02
(.07)
.01
Display Rule Condition
β03
(.07)
.00
EDR vs. DR
β05
(.06)
.04
.04
SH Experience
β05
(.11)
(.11)
ELS
β05
INTV12 slope, π 1
Interview
β10
-.06
(.05)
-.06
(.05)
-.06
(.05)
-.06
(.05)
ELS
Variance Components
Intercept r0
.49
.49
.48
.48
.49
level-1, e
.28
.28
.28
.28
.28
Deviance
1134.69
1130.94
1139.94
1146.98
1130.65
2
-.01
-.01
.00
.00
.00
Level 1 R
-.02
-.02
.00
.00
-.01
Level 2 R2
ICC
.64
.64
.64
.64
.64
Standard Deviation
.70
.70
.70
.70
.70
Standard Deviation
.52
.53
.53
.53
.53
2
-.01
-.01
.00
.00
-.01
Pseudo R
Note: N = 245. Entries are unstandardized coefficients; standard errors are in parentheses. All Level 1 variables were group mean centered. All Level 2 variables
were grand mean centered. Asterisks next to deviance results indicate significant difference from prior model. Conditions are dummy-coded as follows: Enhanced
DR Requirement 1= Enhanced DR, 0 = DR, -1 = control; Display Rule Condition 1= DR, 0 = Enhanced DR, -1 = control; EDR vs ER 1 = EDR, 0 = control, DR =
-1. DR = Display Rule; SH= Sexual Harassment.
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Table 11
Emotion Regulation Mean Scores for the Enhanced Display Rule Requirement,
Display Rule, and Control Conditions for Each Interview.
Interview 1
Group

Interview 2

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

Enhanced DR Requirement

84

4.55

.86

84

4.38

.99

Display Rule

104

4.49

.83

103

4.54

.85

Control

87

4.48

.87

86

4.38

.88

Note. DR = Display Rule.
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Table 12
Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Negative Affect with Experimental Conditions, Interview Time and Participant's Sexual Harassment Experience

level-1, e
Deviance

Parameter
β00
β01
β02
β03
β04
β04

Model 1
Coefficient
1.52 *** (.04)

Model 3
Coefficient
1.51 *** (.04)

-.11

β10
β20

-.15 *** (.03)

(.08)

-.15 *** (.03)

Model 4
Coefficient
1.51 *** (.04)
.04
(.05)
.06
(.06)
.06

(.05)

-.15 *** (.03)

Model 5
Coefficient
1.51 *** (.04)

-.01
-.11

.28

.28

.27

.27

.13

.12

.12

.12

.12

780.36

776.846

780.31

782.40 *

-.10

.00

.00

.00

.00

Level 2 R

.01

-.01

.00

.02

.02

ICC

.67

.70

.70

.69

.69

Standard Deviation 2

.52

.53

.53

.52

.52

Standard Deviation 1

.37

.35

.35

.35

.35

2

2

(.05)
(.08)

-.15 *** (.03)

.28

805.15

Level 1 R2

Model 2
Coefficient
1.51 *** (.04)

†

Pseudo R
-.02
-.01
.00
.01
.01
Note: N = 245. Entries are unstandardized coefficients; standard errors are in parentheses. All Level 1 variables were group mean centered. All Level 2
variables were grand mean centered. Asterisks next to deviance results indicate significant difference from prior model. Conditions are dummy-coded as
follows: Enhanced DR Requirement 1= Enhanced DR, 0 = DR, -1 = control; Display Rule Condition 1= DR, 0 = Enhanced DR, -1 = control; EDR vs ER 1 =
EDR, 0 = control, DR = -1. DR = Display Rule; SH= Sexual Harassment.
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Fixed Effects
Level 2
Intercept
Enhanced DR Requirement
Display Rule Condition
EDR vs. DR
SH Experience
Emotional Laoor
Level 1
Interview
Emotional Laoor
Variance Components
Intercept r0

† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; p < .001 *** (two-tailed tests).
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Table 13
Negative Affectivity Mean Scores for the Control, Display Rule, and Enhanced Display Rule Conditions
Across Time
Interview 1
Group

Interview 2

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

Display Rule

104

1.65

.76

103

1.49

.65

Enhanced Display Rule

84

1.66

.63

84

1.44

.59

Control

87

1.45

.57

86

1.36

.57
Emotional Labor and Sexual Harassment
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Table 14
Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Memory Task Performance with Experimental Conditions, Interview Time and Participant's
Sexual Harassment Experience
Fixed Effects
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5
Level 2
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
2.01 *** ##
2.01 *** (.03) 2.02 *** (.03)
2.05 *** (.03)
2.05 *** (.03)
Intercept
β00
-.09 * (.04)
Enhanced DR Requirement β01
.09 * (.04)
Display Rule Condition
β02
-.09 * (.03)
EDR vs. DR
β03
.14
*
.14
*
.14 * (.06)
SH Experience
β04
(.06)
(.06)
Level 1
-.16 *** (.03)
-.16 *** (.03)
-.16 *** (.03)
-.16 *** (.03)
Interview
β10

Deviance

.15
3520.20

2

Level 1 R

.15
.00
3496 **

.15
.00
3491 **

.15
.00
3491.17 **

.15
.00
3491.17 **

-.03

.00

.00

.00

-.04

.00

.00

.00

ICC

.99

.93

.93

.93

Standard Deviation 1

.39

.39

.39

.39

Standard Deviation 2

.03

.03

.03

.03

2

Level 2 R

2

Pseudo R

-.04
.00
.00
.00
Note: N = 245. Entries are unstandardized coefficients; standard errors are in parentheses. All Level 1 variables were group mean centered. All
Level 2 variables were grand mean centered. Asterisks next to deviance results indicate significant difference from prior model. Conditions are
dummy-coded as follows: Enhanced DR Requirement 1= Enhanced DR, 0 = DR, -1 = control; Display Rule Condition 1= DR, 0 = Enhanced DR, -1
= control; EDR vs ER 1 = EDR, 0 = control, DR = -1. DR = Display Rule; SH= Sexual Harassment.
† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; p < .001 *** (two-tailed tests).
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Variance Components
Intercept r0
level-1, e
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Table 15
Results of t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Performance Variables by Display Rule Conditions versus Control Condition at Time 1
Display Rule Groups
Variable
Memory task
Self-assessed empathy
Self-assessed interviewee comfort
Self-assessed investigator technique
Objective interviewee comfort
Objective investigator technique
Objective goals accomplished

N
187
187
187
187
172
172
172

Control Group

Standard
Mean
Deviation

N

Mean

Standard
Deviation

8.52
2.67
2.64
2.60
2.76
3.27
2.97

87
87
87
87
67
67
67

9.26
2.85
2.78
2.86
2.73
3.24
2.97

4.47
0.84
0.84
0.90
0.17
0.20
0.05

4.19
0.88
0.88
0.96
0.15
0.20
0.04

t

1.33
1.57
1.29
2.14
-1.20
-1.27
-0.48

df

272
272
272
272
237
237
237

Sig. (2- Sig (1tailed) tailed)
0.18
0.12
0.20
0.03
0.23
0.20
0.63

0.09
0.06
0.10
0.02
0.12
0.10
0.32

95% CI for Mean
Difference
Lower

Upper

-0.35
-0.04
-0.08
0.02
-0.07
-0.09
-0.02

1.83
0.40
0.37
0.50
0.02
0.02
0.01

Display Rule Groups

Variable
Memory task
Self-assessed empathy
Self-assessed interviewee comfort
Self-assessed investigator technique
Objective interviewee comfort
Objective investigator technique
Objective goals accomplished

Control Group

N

Mean

Standard
Deviation

N

Mean

Standard
Deviation

185
187
187
187
169
169
169

7.36
2.95
3.03
2.98
3.06
3.27
3.01

3.91
0.81
0.85
0.98
0.08
0.06
0.05

87
87
87
87
65
65
65

7.66
2.82
3.02
3.09
3.04
3.26
3.00

4.12
0.95
0.99
0.88
0.07
0.06
0.05

t

df

0.58
-1.22
-0.08
0.87
-0.96
-0.88
-1.67

270
272
272
272
232
232
232

Sig. (2- Sig (1tailed) tailed)

0.56
0.22
0.94
0.38
0.34
0.38
0.10

0.28
0.11
0.47
0.19
0.17
0.19
0.05

95% CI for Mean
Difference

Lower
-0.72
-0.35
-0.24
-0.14
-0.03
-0.03
-0.03

Upper
1.32
0.08
0.22
0.35
0.01
0.01
0.00
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Table 16
Results of t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Performance Variables by Display Rule Conditions versus Control Condition at Time 2
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Table 17
Results of t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Performance Variables by Dispay Rule versus Enhanced Display Rule Conditions at Time 1
Enhanced Display Rule

Display Rule
t

Variable

Mean

Standard
Deviation

N

Mean

Standard
Deviation

84
84
84
84
79
79
79

7.82
2.31
2.40
2.29
2.75
3.26
2.97

3.72
0.86
0.87
0.95
0.18
0.22
0.04

103
103
103
103
93
93
93

9.10
2.97
2.83
2.85
2.77
3.28
2.97

4.48
0.77
0.86
0.90
0.12
0.18
0.04

2.09
5.46
3.32
4.19
1.01
0.77
0.23

185
168
185
185
137
170
170

Sig. (2- Sig (1tailed) tailed)

0.04
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.31
0.44
0.82

0.02
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.16
0.22
0.41

Lower

Upper

-0.35
-0.04
-0.08
0.02
-0.09
-0.02
-0.01

1.83
0.40
0.37
0.50
0.02
0.01
0.01

Table 18
Results of t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Performance Variables by Dispay Rule versus Enhanced Display Rule Conditions at Time 2
Enhanced Display Rule
Variable

N

Mean

Standard
Deviation

N

Mean

Standard
Deviation

84
84
84
84
78
78
78

7.06
2.70
2.90
2.79
3.06
3.27
3.01

3.38
0.80
0.89
1.08
0.09
0.07
0.05

101
103
103
103
91
91
91

7.60
3.16
3.14
3.15
3.05
3.27
3.02

4.31
0.76
0.80
0.87
0.07
0.06
0.04

t

0.94
3.94
1.87
2.48
-0.80
0.68
0.33

95% CI for Mean
Difference
Sig. (2- Sig (1df
tailed) tailed)
Lower Upper
183
185
185
158
167
167
167

0.35
0.00
0.06
0.01
0.43
0.49
0.743

0.17
0.00
0.03
0.01
0.21
0.25
0.37

-0.35
-0.04
-0.08
0.02
-0.09
-0.02
-0.01

1.83
0.40
0.37
0.50
0.02
0.01
0.01
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Memory Task
Self-Assessed Empathy
Self-Assessed Interviewee Comfort
Self-Assessed Interviewing Technique
Objective Interviewee Comfort
Objective Interviewer Technique
Objective Goals Accomplished

Display Rule

Emotional Labor and Sexual Harassment

Memory task
Self-assessed empathy
Self-assessed interviewee comfort
Self-assessed investigator technique
Objective interviewee comfort
Objective investigator technique
Objective goals accomplished

N

df

95% CI for Mean
Difference

Variance Components
Intercept r0
level-1, e
Deviance
Level 1 R2

.000
.04
-210.08

.001
.01
-578.65 **

.001
.01
-578.98

.001
.01
-581.67

.001
.01
-579.27

-1.62

.00

.00

.00

.00

1.00

-.01

.00

.07

.01

ICC

.00

.088

.087

.082

.086

Standard Deviation

.00

.04

.04

.04

.03

Standard Deviation

.19

.12

.12

.12

.12

2

Level 2 R
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Table 19
Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Objective Claimant/Respondent Comfort with Experimental Conditions, Interview Time, and
Participant's Sexual Harassment Experience
Fixed Effects
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5
Level 2
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
2.90 *** (.01)
2.90 *** (.01)
2.90 *** (.01)
2.90 *** (.01)
2.90 *** (.01)
Intercept
β00
.003
Enhanced DR β01
(.01)
.01
Display Rule β02
(.01)
.00
EDR vs. DR β03
(.01)
.01
.01
.01
SH Experience β05
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
ELS_MEAN β06
Level 1
.30 *** (.01)
.30 *** (.01)
.30 *** (.01)
.30 *** (.01)
INTV12
β10
ELS
β20

2
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Pseudo R
-1.62
.00
.00
.01
.00
Note: N = 245. Entries are unstandardized coefficients; standard errors are in parentheses. All Level 1 variables were group mean
centered. All Level 2 variables were grand mean centered. Asterisks next to deviance results indicate significant difference from prior
model. Conditions are dummy-coded as follows: Enhanced DR Requirement 1= Enhanced DR, 0 = DR, -1 = control; Display Rule
Condition 1= DR, 0 = Enhanced DR, -1 = control; EDR vs ER 1 = EDR, 0 = control, DR = -1. DR = Display Rule; SH= Sexual
Harassment.
† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; p < .001 *** (two-tailed tests).

Level 1 R2

.00

.00

.00

.01

.02

.00

.60

.50

.40

.60

.009

.004

.005

.005

.004

Standard Deviation

.01

.01

.01

.01

.01

Standard Deviation

.15

.15

.15

.15

.15

2

Level 2 R
ICC

2

† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; p < .001 *** (two-tailed tests).
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Pseudo R
.00
.00
.00
.02
.03
Note: N = 245. Entries are unstandardized coefficients; standard errors are in parentheses. All Level 1 variables were group mean
centered. All Level 2 variables were grand mean centered. Asterisks next to deviance results indicate significant difference from prior
model. Conditions are dummy-coded as follows: Enhanced DR Requirement 1= Enhanced DR, 0 = DR, -1 = control; Display Rule
Condition 1= DR, 0 = Enhanced DR, -1 = control; EDR vs ER 1 = EDR, 0 = control, DR = -1. DR = Display Rule; SH= Sexual
Harassment.
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Table 20
Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Objective Investigator Technique with Experimental Conditions, Interview Time, and
Participant's Sexual Harassment Experience
Fixed Effects
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5
Level 2
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
3.27 *** (.01)
3.27 *** (.01)
3.27 *** (.01)
Intercept
β00
3.27 *** (.01)
3.27 *** (.01)
.02
-0.003
Enhanced DR β01
(.02)
(.01)
Display Rule β02
0.02 † (.01)
EDR vs. DR β03
-0.01
(.01)
.03 * (.02)
SH Experience β04
0.03 † (.02)
0.03 *
Level 1
0.003
0.003
0.006
Interview
β10
(.01)
(.01)
(.01) 0.006
(.01)
Variance Components
Intercept r0
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
level-1, e
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02
Deviance
-425.36
-425.52
-429.96
-433.32 *
-431.41

2

Level 1 R

.00

.05

.05

.05

.05

Level 2 R

.00

-.04

-.02

.17

.16

ICC

.36

.38

.38

.33

.33

Standard Deviation

.52

.52

.52

.47

.52

Standard Deviation

.66

.66

.66

.66

.66

2

2

127

Pseudo R
.00
.01
.02
.09
.08
Note: N = 245. Entries are unstandardized coefficients; standard errors are in parentheses. All Level 1 variables were group mean
centered. All Level 2 variables were grand mean centered. Asterisks next to deviance results indicate significant difference from prior
model. Conditions are dummy-coded as follows: Enhanced DR Requirement 1= Enhanced DR, 0 = DR, -1 = control; Display Rule
Condition 1= DR, 0 = Enhanced DR, -1 = control; EDR vs ER 1 = EDR, 0 = control, DR = -1. DR = Display Rule; SH= Sexual
Harassment.
† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; p < .001 *** (two-tailed tests).
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Table 21
Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Self-Assessed Appropriate Empathy with Experimental Conditions, Interview Time, and
Participant's Sexual Harassment Experience
Fixed Effects
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5
Level 2
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
2.49
***
2.49
***
2.49
***
2.49
***
2.49 *** (.10)
Intercept
β00
(.10)
(.10)
(.10)
(.10)
-0.29 *** (.06)
Enhanced DR β01
0.24 *** (.06)
Display Rule β02
-0.27 *** (.05)
EDR vs. DR β03
0.14
0.09
0.16 *** (.09)
0.16 † (.09)
SH Experience β04
Level 1
.20 *** (.06)
.20 *** (.06)
.20 *** (.06)
Interview
β10
Variance Components
Intercept r0
.26
.27
.27
.22
.22
level-1, e
.46
.44
.44
.44
.44
Deviance
1197.71
1186.39
1184.21
1157.74 ***
1158.43

Level 1 R2

.00

.12

.12

.12

.12

Level 2 R2

.00

-.23

-.22

-.07

-.07

ICC

.21

.27

.27

.24

.24

Standard Deviation

.45

.45

.45

.43

.42

Standard Deviation

.74

.74

.74

.74

.74

2
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Pseudo R
.00
.03
.03
.08
.08
Note: N = 245. Entries are unstandardized coefficients; standard errors are in parentheses. All Level 1 variables were group mean
centered. All Level 2 variables were grand mean centered. Asterisks next to deviance results indicate significant difference from prior
model. Conditions are dummy-coded as follows: Enhanced DR Requirement 1= Enhanced DR, 0 = DR, -1 = control; Display Rule
Condition 1= DR, 0 = Enhanced DR, -1 = control; EDR vs ER 1 = EDR, 0 = control, DR = -1. DR = Display Rule; SH= Sexual
Harassment.
† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; p < .001 *** (two-tailed tests).
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Table 22
Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Self-Assessed Interviewee Comfort with Experimental Conditions, Interview Time, and
Fixed Effects
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5
Level 2
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
2.85 *** (.04)
2.85 *** (.04)
2.85 *** (.04)
2.85 *** (.04)
2.85 *** (.04)
Intercept
β00
-.20 *** (.06)
Enhanced DR β01
.15 * (.06)
Display Rule β02
-.18 *** (.05)
EDR vs. DR β03
.15
.16 † (.09)
.16 † (.09)
SH Experience β04
(.09)
Level 1
.39 *** (.07)
.39 *** (.07)
.39 *** (.07)
.39 *** (.07)
Interview
β10
Variance Components
Intercept r0
.16
.20
.20
.18
.18
level-1, e
.63
.55
.55
.55
.55
Deviance
1266.41
1242.46
1233.81
1220.31
1220.98

Table 23
Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Self-Assessed Investigator Technique with Experimental Conditions, Interview Time, and
Participant's Sexual Harassment Experience
Fixed Effects
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5
Level 2
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
Coefficient
2.83 *** (.05)
2.83 *** (.04)
2.83 *** (.05)
2.83 *** (.05)
2.83 *** (.05)
Intercept
β00
-.30 *** (.07)
Enhanced DR β01
.13 † (.07)
Display Rule β02
-.22 *** (.06)
EDR vs. DR β03
.14
.16
.16
SH Experience β04
(.11)
(.11)
(.11)
Level 1
.36 *** (.06)
.36 *** (.06)
.36 *** (.06)
.36 *** (.06)
Interview
β10

Deviance
Level 1 R2

.43
.48
1284.24

.46
.42
1249.01 ***

.46
.42
1247.48

.41
.42
1244.97 ***

.43
.42
1235.41 **

.00

.13

.13

.13

.13

Level 2 R

.00

-.07

-.06

.04

.01

ICC

.47

.53

.52

.50

.51

Standard Deviation

.68

.68

.67

.64

.65

Standard Deviation

.65

.65

.65

.65

.65

2
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Pseudo R2
.00
.02
.03
.09
.07
Note: N = 245. Entries are unstandardized coefficients; standard errors are in parentheses. All Level 1 variables were group mean
centered. All Level 2 variables were grand mean centered. Asterisks next to deviance results indicate significant difference from prior
model. Conditions are dummy-coded as follows: Enhanced DR Requirement 1= Enhanced DR, 0 = DR, -1 = control; Display Rule
Condition 1= DR, 0 = Enhanced DR, -1 = control; EDR vs ER 1 = EDR, 0 = control, DR = -1. DR = Display Rule; SH= Sexual
Harassment.
† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; p < .001 *** (two-tailed tests).
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Variance Components
Intercept r0
level-1, e

Table 24
Total, Direct, and Indirect Effects on Objective Performance Mediated by Emotional Labor and Negative Affectivity
Memory Task

Mediator

a

Memory Task

Objective Claimant/ Respondent
Comfort

Objective Investigator Technique

R. R.
R. R.
R. R.
R. R.
R.
Boot Boot Boot R.
Boot Boot Boot R.
Boot Boot Boot R.
Boot Boot Boot
Direc Indire
Direc Indire
Direc Indire
Direc Indire
Total
SE LLCI ULCI Total
SE LLCI ULCI Total
SE LLCI ULCI Total
SE LLCI ULCI
t ct
t ct
t ct
t ct
-.002 .002 -.007 .001
-.003 .003 -.010 .002

.03 .03 -.004 .003 -.012 -.0003
.01 .02 -.006 .004 -.016 -.0006

-.001 .002 -.006 .001
-.001 .002 -.006 .001

.03 .03 -.002 .002 -.007 .001
.01 .02 -.001 .002 -.006 .001
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Emotional Labor
Display Rule
-.11 .08 .06 .05 -.01 .20 -.11 .10 .04 .05 -.04 .17 .02 .03
E. Display Rule -1.02 -.91 .11 .08 -.03 .31 -1.02 -1.00 .20 .09 .06 .42 .02 .02
Negative Affectivity
Display Rule
-.11 .08 -.25 .10 -.47 -.07 -.11 .10 -.25 .11 -.49 -.07 .02 .03
E. Display Rule -1.02 -.91 -.22 .10 -.44 -.04 -1.02 -1.00 -.23 .10 -.45 -.04 .02 .02
Note. R. = Relative, E. = Enhanced. .a this model was run with emotional labor operationalized with the ELS hiding subscale.
† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; p < .001 ***.
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Table 25
Total, Direct, and Indirect Effects of Display Rule on Self-Assessed Performance
Self-Assessed Appropriate
Empathy

Variable

R.
R.
R. Boot Boot Boot
Total Direct Indirect SE LLCI ULCI

Self-Assessed Interviewee
Comfort
R.
R.
R. Boot Boot Boot
Total Direct Indirect SE LLCI ULCI

Self-Assessed Investigator
technique
R.
R.
R. Boot Boot Boot
Total Direct Indirect SE LLCI ULCI

Display Rule
.230 .211 .041 .022 .006
E. Display Rule -.327 -.386 .078 .028 .033
Negative Affectivity
Display Rule
.230 .211 -.022 .013 -.057
E. Display Rule -.327 -.386 -.019 .013 -.057
Note. R. = Relative DR = Display Rule, EDR = Enhanced Display Rule
† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; p < .001 ***.

.092
.144

.084 .079
-.242 -.272

.026 .017
.049 .024

.002
.012

.072
.110

-.003
-.002

.084 .079 -.021 .012 -.054 -.004
-.242 -.272 -.019 .012 -.051 -.003

.022 .003
-.442 -.501

.041
.078

.022 .003 -.022
-.442 -.501 -.019

.023
.029

.006
.032

.095
.148

.013 -.057 -.002
.013 -.057 -.001
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Emotional Labor

131

Emotional Labor and Sexual Harassment 132

Table 26
Indexes of First Stage Moderated Mediation with Emotional Labor and
Negative Affect Mediators and Sexual Harassment Experience as
Moderator.
Performance Variable
Index SE(Boot) BootLLCI BootULCI
Memory Task
ELS
-.0380 .0719 -.2549 .0579
NASF
.2942 .1887 -.0302 .7282
Memory Task
Surface
-.1454 .1131 -.4580 -.0002
NA
.2991 .1909 -.0170 .7404
Objective Goals Accomplished
ELS
.0022 .0015 .0000 .0064
NASF
-.0020 .0015 -.0059 .0000
Self-Assessed Empathy
ELS
-.0517 .0356 -.1334 .0082
NASF
.0241 .0214 -.0014 .0894
Self-Assessed Claimant/Respondent Comfort
ELS
-.0354 .0271 -.1138 .0009
NASF
.0290 .0210 .0000 .0873
Self-Assessed Investigator Technique
ELS
-.0551 .0380 -.1492 .0039
NASF
.0236 .0204 -.0017 .0844
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Table 27
Indeces of Moderated Mediation with Emotional Labor and Negative
Affect Mediators and Sexual Harassment Experience as Moderator.
Performance Variable
Index SE(Boot) BootLLCI BootULCI
Memory Task
ELS
-.0071 .0416 -.1474 .0455
NASF
.2211 .1714 -.0919 .5862
Memory Task
Surface
-.1454 .1131 -.4580 -.0002
NA
.2991 .1909 -.0170 .7404
Objective Goals Accomplished
ELS
.0006 .0010 -.0007 .0035
NASF
-.0010 .0012 -.0043 .0007
Self-Assessed Empathy
ELS
-.0092 .0325 -.0770 .0530
NASF
.0191 .0181 -.0052 .0692
Self-Assessed Claimant/Respondent Comfort
ELS
-.0062 .0235 -.0631 .0357
NASF
.0241 .0216 -.0068 .0809
Self-Assessed Investigator Technique
ELS
-.0097 .0347 -.0833 .0575
NASF
.0195 .0183 -.0048 .0708

Table 28
Results of T-test and Descriptive Statistics for Emotional Labor Subscales Comparing Both Display Rule Conditions to Control Group
N
Variable and Time
Hiding time 1
Hiding time 2

Faking time2
Deep acting time 1
Deep acting time 2

87
188
86
187
87
188
86
187
87
188
86
187

2.87
3.12
2.88
3.08
2.39
2.55
2.39
2.66
2.95
3.09
3.00
3.22

.91
.82
.99
.86
.83
.76
.82
.84
.84
.83
.97
.79

t
-2.22
-2.13
-1.64
-1.56
-1.57
-1.52
-2.54
-2.55
-1.28
-1.27
-2.01
-1.86

df
273
152.72
271
147.23
273
155.18
271
168.16
273
165.62
271
138.77

Sig. (2tailed)
.03
.10
.12
.01
.20
.05

95% CI for Mean
Difference
Lower
-.46
-.47
-.42
-.44
-.36
-.37
-.49
-.49
-.35
-.35
-.44
-.46

Upper
-.03
-.02
.04
.05
.04
.05
-.06
-.06
.07
.08
.00
.01
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Faking time 1

Condition
Control
Display Rules
Control
Display Rules
Control
Display Rules
Control
Display Rules
Control
Display Rules
Control
Display Rules

Mean

Std.
Deviation
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Table 29
Results of T-test and Descriptive Statistics for Emotional Labor Subscales Comparing the Display Rule Condition to the Enhanced Display
Rule Requirement Condition
N
Variable and Time
Hiding time 1

Faking time 1
Faking time2
Deep acting time 1
Deep acting time 2

t

df

Sig. (2tailed)

Condition
Display Rule
Enhanced Display Rule
Display Rule
Enhanced Display Rule
Display Rule
Enhanced Display Rule
Display Rule
Enhanced Display Rule
Display Rule
Enhanced Display Rule
Display Rule
Enhanced Display Rule

104
84
103
84
104
84
103
84
104
84
103
84

3.01
3.25
2.91
3.28
2.49
2.61
2.63
2.70
3.16
3.00
3.17
3.29

.78
.85
.87
.81
.76
.75
.83
.85
.87
.77
.81
.76

-2.04
-2.02
-2.99
-3.02
-1.06
-1.06
-.58
-.58
1.32
1.34
-1.06
-1.07
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Figure 1. Conditional process model in the current study.
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Figure 2. Repeated measures ANOVA plot examining emotion regulation by condition over time
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Figure 3. Repeated measures ANOVA plot examining negative affect by condition over time.
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Figure 4. Repeated measures ANOVA plot examining self-assessed appropriate empathy over
time.
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Figure 5. Repeated measures ANOVA plot examining self-assessed investigator technique over
time.
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Figure 6. Multiple mediation model with experimental conditions predicting memory task performance through emotion regulation
and negative affect.
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Figure 7. Multiple mediation model with experimental conditions predicting memory task performance through hiding and negative
affect.
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Figure 8. Multiple mediation model with the enhanced display rule requirement conditions predicting memory task performance
through hiding and negative affect.

Emotional Labor and Sexual Harassment
144

Figure 9. Multiple mediation model with experimental conditions predicting memory task objective claimant/respondent comfort
through emotion regulation and negative affect.
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Figure 10. Multiple mediation model with experimental conditions predicting memory task objective investigator technique through
emotion regulation and negative affect.

Emotional Labor and Sexual Harassment
146

Figure 11. Multiple mediation model with experimental conditions predicting self-assessed empathy through emotion regulation and
negative affect.
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Figure 12. Multiple mediation model with experimental conditions predicting self-assessed interviewee comfort through emotion
regulation and negative affect.
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Figure 13. Multiple mediation model with experimental conditions predicting self-assessed investigator technique through emotion
regulation and negative affect.
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